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Introduction

This 2018 Annual Report prepared by PacifiCorp and the Public Utility District No. 1 of
Cowlitz County, Washington (“Cowlitz PUD”) (collectively the “Utilities”) is provided to
the Lewis River Settlement Agreement Parties to fulfill the reporting requirement in Article
7.5.3.2 (5) of the Lewis River Settlement Agreement (SA). This report identifies the
actions and selection of Aquatic Resource Projects (Resource Projects) to be funded from
the Lewis River Aquatic Fund established under terms of the SA (Article 7.5, see
Appendix A). Although the funding process was managed by the Utilities, the Aquatic
Coordination Committee (ACC) provided final approval of funded projects. This report
includes only Resource Projects selected from the 2017/2018 funding process, additional
projects are expected to be selected and funded annually following the process established
by the ACC.

This 2018 report is available to the Public on PacifiCorp’s website at
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Li
censing/Lewis River/li/ar/2018 LR AQ AnnualReport.pdf

Copies of this report are available from PacifiCorp upon request.
Background

PacifiCorp owns the Merwin, Yale, and Swift No. 1 hydroelectric projects on the Lewis
River in southwest Washington. Cowlitz PUD owns the Swift No. 2 hydroelectric project,
also located on the Lewis River. These projects are operated as a coordinated system by
PacifiCorp. On November 30, 2004, the Lewis River Settlement Agreement established
the Lewis River Aquatics Fund (Fund). The purpose of the Fund is to support resource
protection measures through funding aquatic related projects in the Lewis River basin.

As identified in the SA:

“Resource Projects may include, without limitation, projects that enhance and
improve wetlands, riparian, and riverine habitats; projects that enhance and
improve riparian and aquatic species connectivity that may be affected by the
continued operation of the hydroelectric projects; and projects that increase the
probability for a successful reintroduction program upstream of Merwin Dam.
Species that are targeted to benefit from Resource Projects include Chinook,
steelhead, coho, bull trout, chum, and sea-run cutthroat.”

Under the direction of the SA, the Utilities in Consultation with the ACC developed the
“Aquatics Fund -- Strategic Plan and Administrative Procedures” (September 2005 —
Revised January 2009, September 2013 and August 2016). This strategic plan provides:
(a) a guide to Resource Project development, solicitation, and review; and (b) provides
administrative procedures to guide implementation of the Aquatics Fund.



The strategic plan is available to the Public on PacifiCorp’s website at:
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Li
censing/Lewis River/li/facc/08292016 LR Rev%20Lewis%20AQ Fund Process.pdf

On August 25, 2017, PacifiCorp announced the availability of calendar year (CY)
2017/2018 funds for aquatic related projects in the Lewis River Basin (Letter to interested
parties from T. Olson, PacifiCorp, see Appendix B). The letter requested that individuals
or parties interested in obtaining project funding submit a Pre-Proposal to PacifiCorp. Pre-
Proposals were due by September 22, 2017.

In response to the announcement letter, four entities provided four (4) different project
Pre-Proposals. They include:

Applicant Project Title

Salmon Creek Flyfishers | East Fork of LR Side Channel & Mason Creek
Development & Maintenance
USDA Forest Service Lewis River 21 Phase 1l

Cowlitz Conservation Lewis River Reach 2 Side Channel
District
Fisher Protocols, LLC Salmon Habitat Baseline Quantification Assessment of the

Upper Lewis River Watershed

Following the Aquatics Fund — Strategic Plan and Administrative Procedures, PacifiCorp
and Cowlitz PUD reviewed and evaluated the Pre-Proposals and, on September 28, 2017,
provided the ACC with a list of projects ready for evaluation and recommendations (Email
to ACC from McCune - PacifiCorp, see Appendix C).

On October 12, 2017, the ACC selected one (1) project, USDA Forest Service - Lewis
River 21 Phase Il, to move forward to full proposal, however, a number of ACC
representatives were not in attendance. To accommodate those ACC representatives not in
attendance, the Utilities provided an additional 7-day comment period until
October 24, 2017, see Appendix D. Shortly thereafter, PacifiCorp notified the project
sponsors and requested full Proposals by December 15, 2017.

Consensus was reached to not select for full proposal:

Applicant Project Title Funding Decision
Requested
Salmon Creek East Fork of LR Side Channel & $29,400 NO
Flyfishers Mason Creek Development &
Maintenance
Cowlitz Lewis River Reach 2 Side Channel $155,500 NO
Conservation
District




Fisher Protocols, Salmon Habitat Baseline $200,000 NO
LLC Quantification Assessment of the
Upper Lewis River Watershed

Upon the due date, one (1) full proposal was submitted by the USDA Forest Service.
Following receipt of the proposal the Utilities” distributed the proposal to the ACC for
evaluation. Evaluations were conducted as outlined in the Aquatic Fund — Strategic Plan
and Administrative Procedures document.

Consultation with the ACC began January 11, 2018 with a presentation of the project
proposal to include an opportunity for ACC questions and comments. On
December 15, 2017, the ACC was provided an email (Subject: REVIEW REQUESTED:
Lewis River 21 Phase Il Full Proposal; LR 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund), see Appendix E
containing a link that included a final draft of the USDA Forest Service proposal. The
Utilities requested the ACC begin their review and internal staff discussions and come
prepared with questions/comments at the January 11, 2018 ACC meeting.

The Utilities submitted the USDA Forest Service final proposal to the ACC
via email February 2, 2018 for a 30-day review and comment period (Appendix F). A
copy of the document can be viewed on the Lewis River website at the following link:
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Li
censing/Lewis_River/li/acc/USFS_AQ_Fund_full _proposal FINAL-020118REV.pdf

The ACC met March 8, 2018 for an Aquatic Project Proposal Decision Meeting. To
accommodate those ACC participants not in attendance, the Utilities provided the
Evaluation Criteria and Comment Matrix for an additional 7-day comment period until
March 16, 2018 (Appendix G).
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Consensus was reached on a final Resource Project list as follows:

Applicant Project Title Approved Decision
Funding
USDA Forest Lewis River 21 Phase 11 $177,000 YES
Service

On March 19, 2018 the Utilities notified all ACC Participants of the selected 2017/2018
Aguatic Funding projects approved for full funding (2017/2018 Lewis River Aquatic Fund
Projects, Funding Selection - Appendix H).

Project Selected for Funding

The following is a summary description of the individual Resource Project selected to be
funded by the Aquatics Fund. The selected Project is expected to promote the recovery of
anadromous fish post re-introduction upstream of the Lewis River dams, and the federally
listed bull trout which spend a portion of their life history in the Lewis River hydroelectric
project reservoirs. Included for the selected project is an overview of the original proposal,
any ACC modifications to the project, and identification of Resource Project nexus to the
hydroelectric projects. A final Resource Project Plan is provided as an appendix to this
document.

Lewis River 21 Phase Il — USFS

The project will include construction of four (4) log complexes and place logs along the
banks of the north side channel. The two apex large wood structures will result in enhanced
large wood deposition as the structures will be designed and built to remain in place and
collect additional large wood through time. The two apex large wood structures will also
sort and retain gravels in two pool tail crests and create constriction scour in the associated
pools. Positioning two south bank structures at opposing locations to the apex jams will
increase north bank floodplain connectivity by decreasing channel cross-sectional area and
dissipating flow toward the north side (right side looking downstream).

The project objectives to address the problems are:

o0 Stabilize two naturally occurring large wood depositional areas that were
recruited in the December 2015 flood event on mid channel gravel bars;

o0 Stabilize and increase off channel habitat and increase channel complexity with
large wood to improve rearing habitat;

o0 Stabilize higher elevation terrace banks and improve channel migration processes
by distributing flow into side channel,

o Increase floodplain connectivity by displacing flow onto adjacent floodplains
during high flow events; and

0 Increase available spawning gravel and increase pool depths by sorting and
retaining gravels in two pool tail crests and increasing scour in two pools.



The short term benefits of the project will be the immediate juvenile refuge from high flow
events in the side channel, floodplain, and large wood structure habitats during the first
winter months and future winter flows. Several small channels are present in the lower
elevation floodplain area on the north side of the channel that would be reactivated at lower
flows than the current mainstem channel conditions will allow. This results in wetted small
channels within approximately thirty two acres of floodplain habitat from the top of the
project reach downstream during high flows. Long term benefits will include deeper pools
maintained by high flow scour, increased spawning gravel habitat from gravel sorting by
the added channel roughness and a reduction in channel shear stress at high flows by
inundating the adjacent floodplain to the north.

Other benefits both short and long term outcomes would be the reduction in sediment
inputs from the stabilization of the eroding bank of the upper terrace while complementing
the apex structure to occupy cross-sectional area and to maintain side channel longevity.
This would also encourage other natural processes such as channel migration and further
side channel development to occur on the adjacent lower elevation floodplain.

ACC representatives agreed to fund this project as proposed and granted funding of
$177,000.

The final Resource Project Plan is provided in Appendix I and would be completed in
accordance with the schedule below:

NEPA/Permits March 2018

Project Design March 2019

Project Implementation October 2019

Monitoring December 2021

Site Visit June 2020 (to be determined by ACC)
Conclusion

This report provides the final CY 2017/2018 Resource Project description and plan for an
aquatic project to be funded from the Lewis River Aquatics Fund. Distribution of funds to
this project will reduce the current Aquatic Fund - Resource by $177,000.

According to SA article 7.5.3.2 (5), any ACC member may initiate the Alternative Dispute
Resolution Procedures to resolve disputes relating to Resource Projects 30 days after
receiving this final report. If no disputes are identified, PacifiCorp and Cowlitz PUD will
provide funds to the identified project owners to implement Resource Projects per SA
article 7.8.
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APPENDIX A
LEWIS RIVER SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT ARTICLE 7.5



7.5  Aquatics Fund. PacifiCorp Energy and Cowlitz PUD shall establish the Lewis
River Aquatics Fund (“Aquatics Fund”) to support resource protection measures
(“Resource Projects”). Resource Projects may include, without limitation, projects that
enhance and improve wetlands, riparian, and riverine habitats; projects that enhance and
improve riparian and aquatic species connectivity that may be affected by the continued
operation of the Projects; and projects that increase the probability for a successful
reintroduction program. The Aquatics Fund shall be a Tracking Account maintained by
the Licensees with all accrued interest being credited to the Aquatics Fund. PacifiCorp
Energy shall provide $5.2 million, in addition to those funds set forth in Section 7.1.1, to
enhance, protect, and restore aquatic habitat in the Lewis River Basin as provided below.
Cowlitz PUD shall provide or cause to be provided $520,000 to enhance, protect, and
restore aquatic habitat in the Lewis River Basin as provided below; provided that Cowlitz
PUD’s funds may only be used for Resource Projects upstream of Swift No. 2, including
without limitation the Bypass Reach. The Licensees shall provide such funds according
to the schedules set forth below.

7.5.1 PacifiCorp’s Contributions.

a. PacifiCorp shall make funds available as follows: on each April
30 commencing in 2005, $300,000 per year until 2009 (a total of $1.5 million).

b. For each of the Merwin, Yale, and Swift No. 1 Projects, PacifiCorp
shall make one-third of the following funds available as follows after the Issuance
of the New License for that Project: on each April 30 commencing in 2010,
$300,000 per year through 2014 (a total of $1.5 million); on each April 30
commencing in 2015, $100,000 per year through 2018 (a total of $400,000); and
on each April 30 commencing in 2019, $200,000 per year through 2027 (a total of
$1.8 million); provided that, for any New License that has not been Issued by
April 30, 2009, the funding obligation for that Project shall be contributed
annually in the same amounts but commencing on April 30 following the first
anniversary of Issuance of the New License for that Project.

C. PacifiCorp shall contribute $10,000 annually to the Aquatics Fund
as set forth in Section 7.1.1.

7.5.2 Cowlitz PUD’s Contributions. Cowlitz PUD shall make or cause to be made
funds available as follows: $25,000 per year on each April 30 following the first
anniversary of the Issuance of the New License for the Swift No. 2 Project through the
April 30 following the 20" anniversary of the Issuance of the New License for the Swift
No. 2 Project (a total of $500,000); and a single amount of $20,000 on the April 30
following the 21% anniversary of the Issuance of the New License for the Swift No. 2
Project.

7.5.3 Use of Funds. Decisions on how to spend the Aquatics Fund, including any
accrued interest, shall be made as provided in Section 7.5.3.2 below; provided that (1) at
least $600,000 of such monies shall be designated for projects designed to benefit bull
trout according to the following schedule: as of April 30, 2005, $150,000; as of April 30,



2006, $100,000; as of April 30, 2007, $150,000; as of April 30, 2008, $100,000; and on
or before the April 30 following the fifth anniversary of the Issuance of all New Licenses,
$100,000; and such projects shall be consistent with bull trout recovery objectives as
determined by USFWS; (2) fund expenditures for the maintenance of the Constructed
Channel (Section 4.1.3) shall not exceed $20,000 per year on average; (3) if studies
indicate that inadequate “Reservoir Survival,” defined as the percentage of actively
migrating juvenile anadromous fish of each of the species designated in Section 4.1.7 that
survive in the reservoir (from reservoir entry points, including tributary mouths to
collection points) and are available to be collected, is hindering attainment of the Overall
Downstream Survival standard as set forth in Section 3, then at least $400,000 of such
monies shall be used for Resource Projects specifically designed to address reservoir
mortality; and (4) $10,000 annually shall be used for lower river projects as set forth in
Section 7.1.1. Projects shall be designed to further the objectives and according to the
priorities set forth below in Section 7.5.3.1.

7.5.3.1 Guidance for Resource Project Approval and Aguatics Fund Expenditures.

a. Resource Projects must be consistent with applicable Federal,
State, and local laws and, to the extent feasible, shall be consistent with policies
and comprehensive plans in effect at the time the project is proposed. These may
include, but are not limited to, Washington’s Wild Salmonid Policy, the Lower
Columbia River Bull Trout Recovery Plan, and the Lower Columbia River
Anadromous Fish Recovery Plan.

b. The Aquatics Fund shall not be used to fund Resource Projects that
any entity is otherwise required by law to perform (not including obligations
under this Agreement or the New Licenses for use of the Aquatics Fund), unless

by agreement of the ACC.
C. The Licensees shall evaluate Resource Projects using the following
objectives:

1) benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis
River, with priority to federal ESA-listed species;

(2 support the reintroduction of anadromous fish throughout
the Basin; and

3) enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin, with priority
given to the North Fork Lewis River.

For the purposes of this Section 7.5, the North Fork Lewis River refers to the
portion of the Lewis River from its confluence with the Columbia River upstream
to the headwaters, including tributaries except the East Fork of the Lewis River.

The Licensees shall also consider the following factors to reflect the feasibility of
projects and give priority to Resource Projects that are more practical to
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implement:

Q) Whether the activity may be planned and initiated within
one year,

(i) Whether the activity will provide long-term benefits,

(iii)  Whether the activity will be cost-shared with other funding
sources,

(iv)  Probability of success, and
(V) Anticipated benefits relative to cost.

7.5.3.2 Resource Project Proposal, Review, and Selection.

1) By the first anniversary of the Effective Date, the Licensees
shall develop, in Consultation with the ACC, (a) a strategic plan consistent
with the guidance in Section 7.5.3.1 above to guide Resource Project
development, solicitation, and review; and (b) administrative procedures
to guide implementation of the Aquatics Fund. Both may be modified
periodically with the approval of the ACC.

2 Any person or entity, including the Licensees, may propose
a Resource Project. In addition, the Licensees may solicit Resource
Projects proposals from any person or entity.

3) The Licensees shall review all Resource Project proposals,
applying the guidance set forth in Section 7.5.3.1. The Licensees shall
provide an annual report describing proposed Resource Project
recommendations to the ACC. The date for submitting such report shall
be determined in the strategic plan defined in subsection 7.5.3.2(1) above.
The report will include a description of all proposed Resource Projects, an
evaluation of each Resource Project, and the basis for recommending or
not recommending a project for funding.

(4)  The Licensees shall convene a meeting of the ACC on an
annual basis, no sooner than 30 days and no later than 60 days after
distribution of the report set forth in Section 7.5.3.2(2), for Consultation
regarding Resource Projects described in the report.

(5) Licensees shall modify the report on proposed Resource
Projects, based on the above Consultation, and submit the final report to
the ACC within 45 days after the above Consultation. Any ACC member
may, within 30 days after receiving the final report, initiate the ADR
Procedures to resolve disputes relating to Resource Projects. If the ADR
Procedures are commenced, the Licensees shall defer submission of the
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final report on Resource Projects to the Commission, if necessary, until
after the ADR Procedures are completed. If the ADR Procedures fail to
resolve all disputes, the Licensees shall provide the comments of the ACC
to the Commission. If no ACC member initiates the ADR Procedures, the
Licensees shall submit the final report to the Commission, if necessary,
within 45 days after submission of the final report to the ACC.
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APPENDIX B
MEMORANDUM DATED AUGUST 24, 2017
LETTER TO INTERESTED PARTIES FROM T. OLSON, PACIFICORP
AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR AQUATIC RELATED PROJECTS
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McCune, Kimberly

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:05 PM
To: Bill Bakke; Brice Crayne; 'Christine Champe'; Darlene Johnson; Gardner Johnston; Greg

Robertson; 'Jim Fisher'; 'jkling@westernrivers.org'; 'Jody lando'; Noel Johnson; Patrick
Lee; Paul Pearce - NFCSC; Pete Barber ; Rhidian Morgan; Rudy Salakory; Tammy
Weisman; 'Tony Meyer'; 'toppacific2@msn.com’; Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson;
Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Bryce Glaser; Bryce Michaelis; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed
Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark; Fish First; Frazier, Patrick A; Hudson, Michael; James Byrne;
James H Malinowski; ‘Kale Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris; Kelley Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik;
Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese; Mark Celedonia; 'Melody Tereski'; 'Michelle Day'; Morgan,
David; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi; Roberts, Aaron; 'Ruth
Tracy'; Samuel Kolb; Serdar Carol; Shrier, Frank; Steve Manlow; Taylor Aalvik; Tom
Wadsworth; Weatherly, Briana; Whitesel, Timothy; Bill Richardson; Bob Nelson; Chartier,
Neil - FS; Emmerson, Kendel; Eric Holman; Erik White; John Clapp; Peterman, Summer,
Ray Croswell; "Weinheimer, John (DFW)'

Subject: RE: 2017/2018 Lewis River Aquatic Fund Announcement

Attachments: 08252017 LR - AQ Fund Announce.pdf; 08252017 LR - Attachment A PreProposal
Form.doc; 08252017 LR - Attachment B - Mstr LR Aq Fund Priority Reaches - no bull
trout reaches (4).pdf; 08252017 LR - Attachment C Landowner_Acknowledgement.doc;
08252017 LR - Attachment D Eval Criteria.doc; 08252017 LR - Attachment E Aquatics
Fund Process Timeline.pdf

Importance: High

Attn: Aquatic, Terrestrial Coordination Committees and Interested Parties

Please see the attached Lewis River Aquatic Fund announcement. If you know of other parties that may have an
interest in seeking funding, please forward this opportunity.

The deadline for Pre-Proposal Form submission is September 22, 2017. Please submit materials to:

Frank Shrier

PacifiCorp

825 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232
frank.shrier@pacificorp.com

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078



Pacific Power |

N V PAC I FI CORP Rocky Mountain Power
(4 825 NE Multnomah, Suite 1500

. Portland, OR 97232

August 25, 2017
Subject: Availability of Funds for Aquatic Related Projects in the Lewis River Basin
Dear Interested Party,

PacifiCorp owns the Merwin, Yale, and Swift No. 1 hydroelectric projects on the Lewis River in
southwest Washington. Public Utility District No. 1 of Cowlitz County, Washington (Cowlitz
PUD) owns the Swift No. 2 hydroelectric project, also located on the Lewis River. These
projects are operated as a coordinated system. On November 30, 2004, the Lewis River
Settlement Agreement established the Lewis River Aquatics Fund (Fund). On June 26, 2008, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission acknowledged this fund as a stipulation of project
operating licenses. The purpose of the Fund is to support resource protection measures via
aquatic related projects (Projects) in the Lewis River basin. The Projects are evaluated for
funding according to the following objectives as specified in the project operating licenses and
the SA:

(1)  Benefit to fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis River, with priority to
Jederal ESA-listed species;

2) Support of the reintroduction of anadromous fish throughout the Basin; and

3) Enhancement to fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin, with priority given to the
North Fork Lewis River.

This letter is to provide you the opportunity to submit proposals for Resource Project funding.
The total Fund amount available this year is limited to $1,997,482.96 for Resource Projects. If
you know of other entities that may have an interest in seeking funding, please forward this
opportunity to them.

The Aquatic Fund Subgroup to the Aquatic Coordination Committee has completed a Lewis
River Aquatic Fund Priority Reaches (Priority Reaches, Attachment B) document which
provides priority rankings for stream reaches within the Lewis River watershed. The Priority
Reach rating is a refinement derived from the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board (LCFRB)
Interactive map which is found on their website at www.lcfrb.gen.wa.us. The interactive maps
provide a wealth of information that should help project proponents in selecting areas to focus
their habitat improvement efforts. For consideration of funding the proponent must demonstrate
that they have reviewed both the Priority Reaches and the LCFRB Interactive map and selected
appropriate projects/reaches from those two tools.

To be consistent with certain comprehensive plans such as the Lower Columbia Salmon
Recovery Plan and the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife Subbasin Plan (LCFRB 2010)
relating to Lewis River reintroduction efforts and the recovery of ESA listed threatened salmon
and steelhead species, higher priority will be given to Resource Projects that provide for benefits



to Recovery Plan priority fish species and stocks reintroduced to or originating from upstream of
Merwin Dam, with emphasis on Spring Chinook. Resource Projects must have specific
objectives and expected outcome(s) that help attain the purposes of the Aquatic Fund.

There is also a parallel effort taking place that is addressing recovery needs for bull trout that is
not yet complete. Accordingly, funding for bull trout projects will not occur in 2017 but will
likely resume in 2018. Additional reaches may be added to the Priority Reaches (Attachment B)
list in the future.

The selection of Resource Projects will be conducted in two phases. To be considered, applicants
must submit a completed Pre-Proposal Form (see Attachment A for Form) by close of business
September 22, 2017 and obtain acknowledgement from all owners of land needed to access the
proposed Resource Project Landowner(s) must sign a Landowner Acknowledgement Form
(Attachment C for Form) indicating they are aware that the project is being proposed on their

property.

Pre-Proposals will be evaluated with some Resource Projects appropriately selected for further
consideration (see Attachment D for evaluation criteria). If selected, applicants will be notified
in early November, and be requested to submit a draft Full Proposal by mid-December. Final
proposals will be submitted late January. The Utilities and representatives of the Lewis River
Aquatic Coordination Committee will finalize the list of successful Resource Projects in mid-
March 2018. Shortly thereafter the Utilities will submit the final list to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission to meet the submittal deadline of April 15, 2018 (see Attachment E for
Funding Process Timeline) and notify proponents.

Please give attention to this excellent opportunity. If you have any questions please contact
Mr. Frank Shrier, PacifiCorp (503) 813-6622.

We look forward to your response in September.

Sincerely,

Todd Olson
Director, Compliance Hydro Resources

Encl: | Attachment A — Pre-proposal Form

Attachment B — Lewis River Aquatic Fund Priority Reaches

Attachment C — Landowner Acknowledgement Form

Attachment D — Evaluation Criteria

Attachment E — Funding Process Time Line




APPENDIX C
EMAIL DATED SEPTEMBER 28, 2017
EMAIL To ACC FROM K. MCCUNE — PACIFICORP
2017/2018 AQUATIC FUND PRE-PROPOSALS — UTILITIES
COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS
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McCune, Kimberly

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2017 8:39 AM
To: Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson; Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Bryce Glaser; Bryce Michaelis;

Daniel Rawding; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark; Fish First;
Hudson, Michael; James Byrne; James H Malinowski; ‘Kale Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris;
Kelley Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese; Mark Celedonia; 'Melody
Tereski'; 'Michelle Day'; Morgan, David; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; 'Patrick Lee’;
Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi; Rhidian Morgan; Roberts, Aaron; 'Ruth Tracy'; Samuel Kolb;
Serdar Carol; Shrier, Frank; Steve Manlow; Taylor Aalvik; Tom Wadsworth; Weatherly,
Briana; Whitesel, Timothy

Subject: RE: RESPONDE REQUESTED: 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund Preproposals Evaluation due
October 11, 2017
Attachments: 09282017 - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evaluation (2017-2018) Utilities.xls; Fisher

PreProposal 092217 pdf

Importance: High
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Attn: ACC Participants

An oversight was discovered this morning that one more Pre-proposal was received by the due date of
September 22, 2017. I have attached the document to this email as our website is currently undergoing
maintenance. [ have also attached a revised Excel spreadsheet.

My apologies for the inconvenience.
Kim

From: McCune, Kimberly

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 3:23 PM

To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosh@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Bryce Glaser <glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis
<bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>; David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>;
Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle @pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer <ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark
<Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Fish First <j.malinowski@ieee.org>; Hudson, Michael <michael_hudson@fws.gov>;
James Byrne <byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski <jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley'
<kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris <Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen
<kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik <Erik.Lesko @pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese
<mariah@lelooska.org>; Mark Celedonia <mark_celedonia@fws.gov>; 'Melody Tereski' <Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>;
'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Nathan Reynolds
<nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd <Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee' <patrick.lee@clark.wa.gov>; Peggy
Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>; Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>; Rhidian Morgan
<rmmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Roberts, Aaron <Aaron.roberts@dfw.wa.gov>; 'Ruth Tracy' <rtracy@fs.fed.us>; Samuel Kolb
<samuel.kolb@dfw.wa.gov>; Serdar Carol <cser461@ECY.WA.GOV>; Shrier, Frank <Frank.Shrier@pacificorp.com>; Steve
Manlow <smanlow@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Taylor Aalvik <taylor.a@cowlitz.org>;, Tom Wadsworth
<Thomas.Wadsworth@dfw.wa.gov>; Weatherly, Briana <Briana.Weatherly@pacificorp.com>; Whitesel, Timothy
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<Timothy_Whitesel@fws.gov>
Subject: RESPONDE REQUESTED: 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund Preproposals Evaluation due October 11, 2017

Importance: High
Attn: ACC Participants

Please be advised that the Utilities received three (3) Pre-proposals by the due date of September 22, 2017. 1
have placed them on the Lewis River website for your convenience (see links below):

e Salmon Creek Flyfishers - East Fork of Lewis River Side Channel and Mason Creek Development and

Maintenance
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Licensing/Lewis

River/li/acc/09222017 EF LR Side Channel.pdf

e USDA Forest Service — Lewis River 21 Phase 11
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Licensing/Lewis

River/li/acc/LR 21 Phase Il PreProposal FINAL.pdf

e Cowlitz Conservation District — Lewis River Reach 2 Side Channel
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Licensing/Lewis

River/li/acc/09222017 LR Reach 2 Side.pdf

In accordance with the attached Process Timeline, we request that Utility and ACC representatives each submit
an Evaluation Criteria document for each project via email to my attention

no later than close of business Wednesday, October 11, 2017. We will discuss the evaluations and select
pre-proposals for further consideration at the ACC Meeting Thursday,

October 12, 2017.

Also attached is the Evaluation Matrix if you wish to request written clarification, suggestions, comments or
questions for selected Projects to the Utilities for inclusion in the Request For Full Proposals.

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078



McCune, Kimberly

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 3:23 PM
To: Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson; Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Bryce Glaser; Bryce Michaelis;

Daniel Rawding; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark; Fish First;
Hudson, Michael; James Byrne; James H Malinowski; 'Kale Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris;
Kelley Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese; Mark Celedonia; 'Melody
Tereski'; 'Michelle Day’; Morgan, David; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; 'Patrick Lee";
Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi; Rhidian Morgan; Roberts, Aaron; ‘Ruth Tracy'; Samuel Kolb;
Serdar Carol; Shrier, Frank; Steve Manlow; Taylor Aalvik; Tom Wadsworth; Weatherly,
Briana; Whitesel, Timothy

Subject: RESPONDE REQUESTED: 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund Preproposals Evaluation due October
11, 2017
Attachments: 08112017 LR - D_Attachment D Eval Criteria.doc; 08112017 LR - E_Attachment E

Aquatics Fund Process Timeline.docx; 09252017 - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evaluation
(2017-2018) Utilities.xIs

Importance: High

Attn: ACC Participants

Please be advised that the Utilities received three (3) Pre-proposals by the due date of September 22, 2017. 1
have placed them on the Lewis River website for your convenience (see links below):

e Salmon Creek Flyfishers - East Fork of Lewis River Side Channel and Mason Creek Development and

Maintenance
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Licensing/Lewis

River/li/acc/09222017 EF LR Side Channel.pdf

e USDA Forest Service — Lewis River 21 Phase 11
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Licensing/Lewis
River/li/acc/LR 21 Phase II PreProposal FINAL.pdf

e Cowlitz Conservation District — Lewis River Reach 2 Side Channel
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hvdro Licensing/Lewis
River/li/acc/09222017 LR Reach 2 Side.pdf

In accordance with the attached Process Timeline, we request that Utility and ACC representatives each submit
an Evaluation Criteria document for each project via email to my attention

no later than close of business Wednesday, October 11, 2017. We will discuss the evaluations and select
pre-proposals for further consideration at the ACC Meeting Thursday,

October 12, 2017.

Also attached is the Evaluation Matrix if you wish to request written clarification, suggestions, comments or
questions for selected Projects to the Utilities for inclusion in the Request For Full Proposals.

Thank you.



APPENDIX D
EMAIL DATED OCTOBER 25, 2017
EmMAIL TO ACC FrROM K. MCCUNE —2017/2018 AQUATIC FUND PRE-
PROPOSALS; 7-DAY REVIEW PERIOD

15



McCune, Kimberly

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 7:51 AM
To: Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson; Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Bryce Glaser; Bryce Michaelis;

Daniel Rawding; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark; Hudson,
Michael; James Byrne; James H Malinowski; 'Kale Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris; Kelley
Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese; Mark Celedonia; 'Melody Tereski";
'Michelle Day'; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; 'Patrick Lee’; Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi;
Roberts, Aaron; Shrier, Frank; Steve Manlow; Taylor Aalvik; Tom Wadsworth; Weatherly,
Briana; Whitesel, Timothy

Subject: LR Aquatic Fund Eval/Comment Matrix; 7-day review period

Attachments: 10242017 - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evaluation (2017-2018).xls

Attn: ACC Participants

Please be advised that the Utilities received additional comments from WDFW and LCFRB by the deadline of
October 24", 1 have incorporated all comments/concerns into the attached Evaluation Matrix, and will notify
the applicants this week of the ACCs final decisions.

A full proposal for Lewis River 21 Phase II project will be due from the USFS by December 15, 2017.

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 3:25 PM
To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajochnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosbh@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Bryce Glaser <glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis
<bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>; David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>;
Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle@pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer <ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark
<Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael <michael_hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne
<byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski <jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley'
<kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris <Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen
<kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik <Erik.Lesko@pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese
<mariah@Ilelooska.org>; Mark Celedonia <mark_celedonia@fws.gov>; 'Melody Tereski' <Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>;
'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Nathan Reynolds
<nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd <Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee' <patrick.lee@clark.wa.gov>; Peggy
Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>; Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>; Rhidian Morgan
<rmmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Roberts, Aaron <Aaron.roberts@dfw.wa.gov>; Serdar Carol <cser461@ECY.WA.GOV>;
Shrier, Frank <Frank.Shrier@pacificorp.com>; Steve Manlow <smanlow@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Taylor Aalvik
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<taylor.a@cowlitz.org>; Tom Wadsworth <Thomas.Wadsworth@dfw.wa.gov>; Weatherly, Briana
<Briana.Weatherly@pacificorp.com>; Whitesel, Timothy <Timothy_Whitesel@fws.gov>

Subject: RE: RESPONSE REQUESTED: LR Aquatic Fund Eval/Comment Matrix; 7-day review period
Importance: High

Attn: ACC Participants

Attached for your review is the 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund Project Pre-proposals comment matrix based upon
evaluation criteria received, comments expressed and decisions made at the ACC meeting last week. Please
note that for those ACC representatives who were not present at the meeting the ACC decisions may not
represent a consensus in all cases (see SA definition below).

“Consensus” means that all Parties participating in a committee or other decision-making group
consent to a decision. Consent does not necessarily imply that a Party agrees completely with a
particular decision, just that the Party is willing to go along with the decision rather than block the
action.

The ACC agreed that an additional 7-day review period is appropriate. Please review each decision and
comments and respond accordingly to my attention by close of business Tuesday, October 24, 2017.

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078



APPENDIX E
EMAIL DATED DECEMBER 15, 2017

Memo 10 ACC FRoM K. McCuUNE — PACIFICORP
REVIEW REQUESTED: LEWIS RIVER 21 PHASE Il FULL PROPOSAL; LR
2017/2018 AQUATIC FUND

16



McCune, Kimberly

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Friday, December 15, 2017 2:25 PM
To: Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson; Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Brice Crayne; Bryce Glaser; Bryce

Michaelis; Daniel Rawding; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark;
Hudson, Michael; James Byrne (byrnejim7@gmail.com); James H Malinowski; 'Kale
Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris; Kelley Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese;
'Melody Tereski'; 'Michelle Day'; Morgan, David; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; 'Patrick
Lee'; Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi; Rhidian Morgan; Roberts, Aaron; ‘Ruth Tracy'; Samuel
Kolb; Serdar Carol; Shrier, Frank; Steve Manlow; Taylor Aalvik; Tim Romanski; Tom
Wadsworth; Weatherly, Briana; Whitesel, Timothy

Subject: REVIEW REQUESTED: Lewis River 21 Phase II Full Proposal; LR 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund

Attachments: Table 4.1 AQ Funding Process Timeline.pdf; USFS_AQ_Fund_full_proposal_FINAL_DRAFT_
121517.pdf; 10252017LR - Request USFS for AQ Fund full proposal.pdf

Importance: High

Attn: ACC Representatives

Please find attached a full proposal for the Lewis River 21 Phase II project. In accordance with the attached
Funding Process Timeline please review the Proposal and begin internal staff discussions with your respective
agencies. Block out time early and come prepared with questions/comments at the January 11, 2018 ACC
Meeting. USFS will provide a 20-minute PowerPoint presentation.

I have also posted the proposal on the Lewis River website at the following link:
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Licensing/Lewis River/
li/acc/USFS AQ Fund full proposal FINAL DRAFT 121517.pdf

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078

From: McCune, Kimberly

Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 7:51 AM

To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli

<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosb@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Bryce Glaser <glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis

<bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>; David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>;

Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle @pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer <ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark

<Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael <michael_hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne

<byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski <jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley'

<kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris <Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen

<kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik <Erik.Lesko@pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese

<mariah@lelooska.org>; Mark Celedonia <mark_celedonia@fws.gov>; 'Melody Tereski' <Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>;
1



'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Nathan Reynolds <nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd
<Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee' <patrick.lee@clark.wa.gov>; Peggy Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>;
Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>; Roberts, Aaron <Aaron.roberts@dfw.wa.gov>; Shrier, Frank
<Frank.Shrier@pacificorp.com>; Steve Manlow <smanlow@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Taylor Aalvik <taylor.a@cowlitz.org>; Tom
Wadsworth <Thomas.Wadsworth@dfw.wa.gov>; Weatherly, Briana <Briana.Weatherly@pacificorp.com>; Whitesel,
Timothy <Timothy_Whitesel@fws.gov>

Subject: LR Aquatic Fund Eval/Comment Matrix; 7-day review period

Attn: ACC Participants

Please be advised that the Utilities received additional comments from WDFW and LCFRB by the deadline of
October 24, Thave incorporated all comments/concerns into the attached Evaluation Matrix, and will notify
the applicants this week of the ACCs final decisions.

A full proposal for Lewis River 21 Phase II project will be due from the USFS by December 15, 2017.

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078

From: McCune, Kimberly

Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 3:25 PM

To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosb@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Bryce Glaser <glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis
<bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>; David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>;
Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle@pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer <ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark
<Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael <michael hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne

<byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski <jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley'
<kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris <Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen
<kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik <Erik.Lesko @ pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese
<mariah@lelooska.org>; Mark Celedonia <mark _celedonia@fws.gov>; 'Melody Tereski' <Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>;
'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Nathan Reynolds
<nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd <Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee' <patrick.lee @clark.wa.gov>; Peggy
Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>; Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>; Rhidian Morgan
<rmmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Roberts, Aaron <Aaron.roberts@dfw.wa.gov>; Serdar Carol <cser461@ECY.WA.GOV>;
Shrier, Frank <Frank.Shrier@pacificorp.com>; Steve Manlow <smanlow@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Taylor Aalvik
<taylor.a@cowlitz.org>; Tom Wadsworth <Thomas.Wadsworth@dfw.wa.gov>; Weatherly, Briana
<Briana.Weatherly@pacificorp.com>; Whitesel, Timothy <Timothy Whitesel@fws.gov>

Subject: RE: RESPONSE REQUESTED: LR Aquatic Fund Eval/Comment Matrix; 7-day review period

Importance: High

Attn: ACC Participants



Attached for your review is the 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund Project Pre-proposals comment matrix based upon
evaluation criteria received, comments expressed and decisions made at the ACC meeting last week. Please
note that for those ACC representatives who were not present at the meeting the ACC decisions may not
represent a consensus in all cases (see SA definition below).

“Consensus” means that all Parties participating in a committee or other decision-making group
consent to a decision. Consent does not necessarily imply that a Party agrees completely with a
particular decision, just that the Party is willing to go along with the decision rather than block the
action.

The ACC agreed that an additional 7-day review period is appropriate. Please review each decision and
comments and respond accordingly to my attention by close of business Tuesday, October 24, 2017.

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078



Table 4.1. Funding Process Timeline

Activity

Target Milestone Date

Submit Request For Pre-Proposal Forms

Late August

Pre-Proposal Forms due

Late September

Pre-proposal forms distributed to ACC &
Utilities

Late September

*ACC submits Pre-Proposal Listing and
Evaluation Sheets (Attachment D). Discuss
evaluation and select pre-proposals for
further consideration

October ACC meeting

ACC members may provide written
clarification, suggestions, comments or
questions for Selected Projects to the
Utilities for inclusion in the Request For
Full Proposals.

Late October

Submit Request For Draft Full Proposals to
Selected Applicants

Early November

Draft Full Proposals due (Utilities will
compile and email to ACC, this is when the
ACC should be discussing internally with
their respective agencies, block out time
early)

Mid-December

Conduct Proposed Project Information
Meeting

January ACC meeting

ACC members provide written request for
clarification of project information if
questions not answered in previous
meeting.

1 week after January ACC meeting
(ACC agreed to COB 1/19/18)

Final Full Proposals due (ACC requests for
clarification need to be included as an
Appendix)

Late January
(ACC agreed to COB 2/1/18)

Proposal Evaluation Sheet (Attachment D,

Part B-E) Submitted to ACC for 30-day
review

Early February
(ACC agreed to COB 2/2/18)

absentee ACC participants, if needed

ACC Proposal Evaluation Sheet March 2

(Attachment D, Part B-E) due to Utilities

*Conduct Project Selection Meeting March ACC meeting
Provide add’l 7-day review period for Third Thursday in March

Submit Project Selection Report to FERC

By April 15th

*Project proponents not allowed to attend this meeting.




APPENDIX F
EMAIL DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2018
To THE ACC FrROM K. McCUNE — PACIFICORP
LEwis RIVER 21 PHASE Il FINAL FuLL PropPosAL; LR 2017/2018 AQUATIC
FUND; EVALUATION CRITERIA
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McCune, Kimberly

== sz
From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 8:41 AM
To: Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson; Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Brice Crayne; Bryce Glaser; Bryce

Michaelis; Daniel Rawding; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark;
Hudson, Michael; James Byrne (byrnejim7@gmail.com); James H Malinowski; 'Kale
Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris; Kelley Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese;
'Melody Tereski'; ‘Michelle Day'; Morgan, David; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; 'Patrick
Lee'; Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi; Rhidian Morgan; Roberts, Aaron; 'Ruth Tracy'; Samuel
Kolb; Serdar Carol; Steve Manlow; Taylor Aalvik; Tim Romanski; Tom Wadsworth;
Weatherly, Briana; Whitesel, Timothy

Subject: RESPONSE REQUESTED: Lewis River 21 Phase I FINAL Full Proposal; LR 2017/2018
Aquatic Fund; Evaluation Criteria
Attachments: 08112017 LR - D_Attachment D Eval Criteria.doc; 01192018 - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund

evaluation (2017-2018).xls; USFS_AQ_Fund_full_proposal_FINAL-020118.pdf

Importance: High

Attn: ACC Representatives

Please find attached for your review the final Lewis River 21 Phase II Proposal for a 30-day review and
comment period. The FS has incorporated its responses to questions in Appendix A & B.

Proposal Evaluation Sheet (Attachment D, | Early February
Part B-E) Submitted to ACC for 30-day (ACC agreed to COB 2/2/18)

review

Please submit a completed Evaluation Criteria document to my attention no later than close of business,
Monday, March 5, 2018.

Thank you.

K

From: McCune, Kimberly

Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 9:34 AM

To: Greg Robertson <gregrobertson@fs.fed.us>

Cc: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Lesko, Erik (Erik.Lesko@pacificorp.com) <Erik.Lesko @pacificorp.com>
Subject: RE: QUESTIONS/COMMENTS REQUESTED: Lewis River 21 Phase Il Full Proposal; LR 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund

Good morning, Greg.

The Utilities received comments/questions from WDFW, LCFRB and Cowlitz Tribe by the January 19, 2018
deadline. Please see the first Tab labeled “ACC Full Prop Questions”. The next step is indicated below:



Final Full Proposals due (ACC requests for | Late January
clarification need to be mcluded as an (ACC agreed to COB 2/1/18)
Appendix)

In addition, I’ve included the ACC assignment request from the meeting January 11, 2018. Ilook forward to
receiving the final full proposal by COB February 1, 2018.

Assignments from January 11, 2018 Status

Robertson: Combine all aspects of the aquatic fund pre-proposal and
full proposal into one final document.

Thank you.
Kim

From: McCune, Kimberly

Sent: Friday, January 19, 2018 8:10 AM

To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosh@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Brice Crayne <bricecrayne@outlook.com>; Bryce Glaser
<glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis <bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding @dfw.wa.gov>;
David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>; Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle@pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer
<ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark <Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael

<michael hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne (byrnejim7 @gmail.com) <byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski
<jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley' <kale.bentley @dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris

<Chris.Karchesky @pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen <kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik

<Erik.Lesko @pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese <mariah@lelooska.org>; ‘Melody Tereski'
<Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; 'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>;
Nathan Reynolds <nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd <Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee’
<patrick.lee@clark.wa.gov>; Peggy Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>; Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>;
Rhidian Morgan <rmmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Roberts, Aaron <Aaron.roberts@dfw.wa.gov>; 'Ruth Tracy'
<rtracy@fs.fed.us>; Samuel Kolb <samuel.kolb@dfw.wa.gov>; Serdar Carol <cserd61@ECY.WA.GOV>; Steve Manlow
<smanlow@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Taylor Aalvik <taylor.a@cowlitz.org>; Tim Romanski <tim romanski@fws.gov>; Tom
Wadsworth <Thomas.Wadsworth@dfw.wa.gov>; Weatherly, Briana <Briana.Weatherly@pacificorp.com>; Whitesel,
Timothy <Timothy Whitesel@fws.gov>

Subject: RE: QUESTIONS/COMMENTS REQUESTED: Lewis River 21 Phase Il Full Proposal; LR 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund
Importance: High

Just a friendly reminder that Lewis River 21 Phase II Proposal written questions/comments are due to my
attention by close of business today.

Thank you.
Kim

From: McCune, Kimberly

Sent: Thursday, January 11, 2018 2:10 PM

To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosb@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Brice Crayne <bricecrayne@outlook.com>; Bryce Glaser
<glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis <bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>;
David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>; Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle@pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer
<ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark <Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael
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<michael hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne (byrnejim7 @gmail.com) <byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski
<jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley' <kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris
<Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen <kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik

<Erik.Lesko @pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese <mariah@Ilelooska.org>; 'Melody Tereski'
<Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; 'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>;
Nathan Reynolds <nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd <Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee'
<patrick.lee@clark.wa.gov>; Peggy Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>; Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>;
Rhidian Morgan <rmmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Roberts, Aaron <Aaron.roberts@dfw.wa.gov>; 'Ruth Tracy'
<rtracy@fs.fed.us>; Samuel Kolb <samuel.kolb@dfw.wa.gov>; Serdar Carol <cserd61@ECY.WA.GOV>; Steve Manlow
<smanlow@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Taylor Aalvik <taylor.a@cowlitz.org>; Tim Romanski <tim romanski@fws.gov>; Tom
Wadsworth <Thomas.Wadsworth@dfw.wa.gov>; Weatherly, Briana <Briana.Weatherly@pacificorp.com>; Whitesel,
Timothy <Timothy Whitesel@fws.gov>

Subject: QUESTIONS/COMMENTS REQUESTED: Lewis River 21 Phase Il Full Proposal; LR 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund

Attn: ACC Representatives

In accordance with the ACC meeting today I've attached the Aquatic Fund timeline for your review. Please
provide written request of any remaining questions of clarification or additional project inforrr%ation needed
specific to the Lewis River 21 Phase II project if questions were not answered in today’s meeting.

Written requests are due to my attention by close of business Friday, January 19, 2018.

Also, in response to today’s discussion around project administrative costs, etc. please see Attachmc;nt D,
Section E. Cost Effectiveness and Timeliness. This topic is included as part of the evaluation criteria each of

you will take into consideration as you assign a score to each section.

ACC members provide written request for | 1 week after January ACC meeting

clarification of project information 1f (ACC agreed to COB 1/19/18)
questions not answered in previous

meeting.

Final Full Proposals due (ACC requests for | Late January

clarification need to be included as an (ACC agreed to COB 2/1/18)
Appendix)

Proposal Evaluation Sheet (Attachment D, | Early February
Part B-E) Submitted to ACC for 30-day (ACC agreed to COB 2/2/18)

review

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Friday, December 15, 2017 2:25 PM )
To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
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<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosb@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Brice Crayne <bricecrayne@outlook.com>; Bryce Glaser
<glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis <bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>;
David Howe <David.Howe@dfw.wa.gov>; Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle@pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer
<ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark <Mark.Ferraiolo @pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael

<michael hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne (byrnejim7 @gmail.com) <byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski
<jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley' <kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris
<Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen <kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik
<Erik.Lesko@pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese <mariah@Ielooska.org>; 'Melody Tereski'
<Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; 'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>;
Nathan Reynolds <nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd <Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee'
<patrick.lee@clark.wa.gov>; Peggy Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>; Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>;
Rhidian Morgan <rmmorgan@pnfarm.com>; Roberts, Aaron <Aaron.roberts@dfw.wa.gov>; '‘Ruth Tracy'
<rtracy@fs.fed.us>; Samuel Kolb <samuel.kolb@dfw.wa.gov>; Serdar Carol <cserd61 @ECY.WA.GOV>; Shrier, Frank
<Frank.Shrier@pacificorp.com>; Steve Manlow <smanlow@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Taylor Aalvik <taylor.a@cowlitz.org>; Tim
Romanski <tim romanski@fws.gov>; Tom Wadsworth <Thomas.Wadsworth@dfw.wa.gov>; Weatherly, Briana
<Briana.Weatherly@pacificorp.com>; Whitesel, Timothy <Timothy Whitesel@fws.gov>

Subject: REVIEW REQUESTED: Lewis River 21 Phase Il Full Proposal; LR 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund

Importance: High

Attn: ACC Representatives

Please find attached a full proposal for the Lewis River 21 Phase II project. In accordance with the attached
Funding Process Timeline please review the Proposal and begin internal staff discussions with your respective
agencies. Block out time early and come prepared with questions/comments at the January 11, 2018 ACC
Meeting. USFS will provide a 20-minute PowerPoint presentation.

I have also posted the proposal on the Lewis River website at the following link:
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro_Licensing/L.ewis_River/
li/facc/USFS AQ Fund full proposal FINAL DRAFT 121517.pdf

Thank you.

Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078



APPENDIX G
EMAIL DATED MARCH 8, 2018
To THE ACC FrROM K. McCUNE — PACIFICORP
RESPONSE REQUESTED: LEWIS RIVER 21 PHASE 11; 2017/2018 AQUATIC
FUND; EVALUATION CRITERIA & RESPONSE MATRIX
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McCune, Kimberly

e o s
From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 3:25 PM
To: Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson; Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Brice Crayne; Bryce Glaser; Bryce

Michaelis; Daniel Rawding; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark;
Hudson, Michael; James Byrne; James H Malinowski; 'Kale Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris;
Kelley Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese; 'Melody Tereski'; ‘Michelle Day’;
Morgan, David; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; 'Patrick Lee'; Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi;
Rhidian Morgan; Roberts, Aaron; 'Ruth Tracy'; Samuel Kolb; Serdar Carol; Steve Manlow;
Taylor Aalvik; Tim Romanski; Tom Wadsworth; Weatherly, Briana; Whitesel, Timothy

Subject: RESPONSE REQUESTED: Lewis River 21 Phase II; 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund; Evaluation
Criteria & Response Matrix
Attachments: 03082018 ACC Evaluation Criteria.pdf; 03082018 - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evaluation

(2017-2018).xls

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Attn: ACC Representatives

Please be advised that consensus was reached at the March 8, 2018 ACC meeting to fund the USFS project
identified on the attached Excel spreadsheet. To accommodate those ACC participants not in attendance today,
the Utilities are providing an additional 7-day comment period. Please see the Tab labeled ACC & Utilities Fund
Decisions and the attached ACC Evaluation Criteria documents.

Please provide your comments and decisions to my attention on or before close of business Friday, March 16,
2018.

In addition, you may view the Full Proposal on the Lewis River website at the link:
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy Sources/Hydro/Hydro Licensing/Lewis River/
li/acc/USFS AQ Fund full proposal FINAL-020118REV.pdf

Thank you.

Kim

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:48 PM
To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosb@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Brice Crayne <bricecrayne@outlook.com>; Bryce Glaser
<glasebgg @dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis <bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>;
David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>; Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle@pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer
<ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark <Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael
<michael_hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne <byrnejim7 @gmail.com>; James H Malinowski
<jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley' <kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris
<Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen <kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik
<Erik.Lesko@pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese <mariah@Ielooska.org>; '‘Melody Tereski'
<Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; 'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>;
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103082018 - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evaiuation (2017]018) s

‘Trout Utilities Fish First USEWS  Yakama

WDEW L.LCFRB 'ri L Nation

Yes - recommend to fund this project. Yes - On the technical front LCFRB still has some lingering |No - Not satisifed with the Forest Service response to Cowlitz [No - Not appropriate at this time; consider adaptive management and Yes - recommend to fund this project. |No - Wants better success rates with Abstain  |Abstain
STRA Forent Sorvaes | L5 ROSE 21 questions (no technical robustness) but approve going Tribe questi inimal faith in designs. Not a well reconsider project once the Swift Collector is operating efficiently for full reintroduction efforts but will not stand
o Phese I . . . . . - B . . . . .
forward with a robust habitat approach. groomed phased approach but will not stand in the way of success. Trout Unlimited will not stand in the way of funding this project. in the way of funding.
4 funding,
Comment 1. Final ;roposal should be standalone proposal. B scr. 5 mclude all informetion from pre-proj «al that should be  |1)  Both figurcs 1 #nd 2 m the full proposal docun et sixow the right bank side chani ¢l bed elevation as higher Lian | The (ull proposal should cncompass all propos.! sctions. deean doals, procesess cte. For example, the proponent | Trout Unlimited (T U) appreciates the opportunity 1o comment on the U, S. Fores! Service's Lewis River 21, Phase II Project. Section 7.5 of the Serilement | Habitat up«ream s needed as Uit . sre trucking < +h into the upper
consider i the evelus-on., the current main channel bed ¢ -ation. The proposed apex and bank structures woui! engage with flc s in the main  [described proposed actions (e.g., side channe) +xcavation) during the January me ing that were not included in the. Agreement discusses the Aquatics Fund. It states, “PacifiCorp and Cowlitz PUD shall establish the Lewis River Aquatics Fund (~Aquatics Fund") 1o support [ reservours. Colleoticos efficience - s sieadily improving.
channel al o wsich lower ot the side chennel. Di - sion of flow i the w '« channel would o occur at proposal. It v ss not clear whether L was an omis .n or an evoluli” n in approach.  Along the same a5, answios Tesource prolection measures (“Resource Projects™). Resource Projects may include, without limitation, projects that enhance and improve wetlands, riparian,
Comment 2. Al photos v i - locates ¢ ‘e propused siructures along *« +* < sl i+ jams s, ould be inclur'c t the final | agpre umatel; bans w41 (Q1.2) or higher fi-+s. By cvstra g channel [+ 5 flos in the = sin chennel up to prnud to w3 adual quesv.cs should be mcorpora 70 the full proposal (as well as nated in an attachment). While  [and -+ v:me habitats; projects thal enk o and improve riparian and squatic species connectiy that mas be llected by the continued c.:c-ation of the
I posal. bankfull cle- stion, what is the v of causi-y ticel ¢h-eamel incision thal could further disconnect side channcl ey anses to the poe proposal quesions were pronsied, the did ot appuar to b been fully integrated into 1 propr /. | Projects: and projects thal incrcase the probabiity for a suceessful reintroduction program . . . italics TU.™ In this case, and af this particalar time; TU does not
habitat? Js &4« 10n proposed 1o cnsurc side channels will be acu +od at less than bankfull (low? I'so, &« should |For instance, pier scour calculations were provided that indicated maximum probable scour would be approximately 16" [belicve that thir pr.sect mereases the 1 bk, bur successful reitroriction.
Comment 3. De se-vion: st 7uld melude mio sbout Le * Phevs Land any common obyic s reltiz be shen m the progect drav s gs. Tt 1s imperiand 10 ¢+ 70 side channels at flows beuts above and below bes Sl Whilc the e+ ~ptual drawings sppear to have been updated b thas g s 2ur depths, the o7 ruction du-« s do niot
proposcd Phase I pr yect elevations because ol the - ar-roind needs af rearoduced speve for comple, of” shannel rie sog and spavi g appear to have changed (c.g., individual Jogs now appear fo be approximalely 3-7 diameter, and the 13" stmucture hewht [ The apsicwt has done en « cellent job meeting the crileria requred for  successful spplicicon, Their onc omus+..a apper o be the provis-..a for msu ¢
sReor 21 habital. appears narly 50% greater than the 16° cmbedment depth). These would not ordinarily qualify as preliminary designs as  [as detaile4 in Appendix 4, Insurance Require- s, ¢ ‘e full proposal form,

described in the narrative. Will %4 greater si-acture depths change co-ruction tech. qus-? Materials quantiue? Likely

outces? Although Soction 7.5 dces not addree o holistic ar ccosystem approach (o hat 2t projects, Trout Unbwsited bess vos oar = pr- 2t should be conside o in light
oF b total omnrit e Whee s Aga o Fud o dedope i vt actopared e Sicub s b reme o g ook Bish - m the reser

would occur. We beliv s this s o good project, but as long as the & . Floating Collector is unable to meet its eflicics goals; s p -+t s w o v zanted at

vis wno. Scctun 7.5 docs not req: 3 that fuse/s must be spent anmually. T U believes conducting this pr- 3t t & time when the e

efirly will be a e better uso of the fun s

US] vst Ser e
DA Seoke Phase Dl [Comment 4. Where are the « < g wood compl ces n relalion ta the four ne ¢ structures be ; constructs* What

to the ¢ g structures -~ will . be dismantied then robuili?

ot be the most appropriate agoroach at this location, and fus proposal di-— not edequats}. describe | Currently, large numbs of caho, spi; Chinook, and stechhcad smolts enter the reservoi, and have <.inculty finding end entes 3 the dower-ream s oll

Comment 5. Kcep tas s ¢ e, numbris cusisistent throughout the propee (1 92 4 and page s, etc.). Task 1: NEPAand  [2)  The full proposal form si,ould be s stand-slanc document that includes all p sjeet information + m the p=posal | Bac. «abilization e
requie pertis Pssc clan under Tee: £1: i the NEPA curplete of still in proc-ss? Is the field worl. for NEPA docusm.ct or s well the rationsle for stabit- v, the bank. Erv+.3 baus are 1A nece-corily detimental, especialt; in wsvek -« focatior. [ collector. The vast majoi ¢, ¢ sme 24 rro. uais 2, ond remiz #t the ez« oir, A laiyc percentago of sslm:a appear i the angler creel Grevid landlocked
Addiinalt. < en if'si<u wvon is desirable, the proj-ased bank s.abilizatiz. structure n eventually exacerbate esosi/ 1 [eoho and sg: i Chinc-.. ha 3 boen obser«d svanisg o rewvcv and 1+ o+ butarics.

the field work for the project that is corered in the NEI +* I it's the NEPA document, what type of information necds to be

colles2d? Also, how does Lev » Fe - Phase | decision memo relate to Phase 27 3 The Foactoonal relationsip between this projec' and the completed project dowr ~icom is unclear. Aretuere |withowt 1co members for «-bilit. snd more detailed anii-=us 1o deteir-ine cousal factors 1 the rs,s] channe! erc
pec ic ver121 clements of this project inleaded 10 mein's + or impre ¢ fune .+ of the ¢ x tream ps xjeet? Is Two sesarate runs of successfully reproduc 4 landlock « coho and sz g Chinook have developed on their own i &t upper be- . Wih large numbers -1
Comment 6. Tash 3: Project Implementation (Page 5) ~For Task ¢, it appears the Scope of Worl. for equipment and labor bids| = diionel we. . recded to mtai. target flow paths betv < the hwo projec;<? - additional g sses planned for this |As discusse: 11 the Januery ACC meet -+ the cross sections provided a1 the fll proposal sugsest that stucture placent [intcoduce. smolts in the reser- . 7, and no «dible knowle 55 of “pact on eservois species; TU believes i & not prud-— 10 cour e
will be wrieeen (Is o Project Mgmt in budg: 7), t1on the oro ! adim st atar it r var v, < for o st et s s, psns fnhe Vo the pooson 8ot st e i et oun may encourage grester scour, rather than (loodgin interaction, depending on several factors, one o s is wh e pre- [babilat py- w4 fo - er b ok o Bt d o s a0 s st e cnbeen Those s o2 not
1. This scems like o large amount of - ding| rvation occurs in side channel sreas. The proponent stated thet recreticv.al resources v+, be imp scted by eviavn 1, [coutinely me: fared, so we s ave no idea ol the, ++poct of these foraging smolts. This  ormetion s cracal to determine compeiy ¢-1 an can . ng capacic,

(pape k). $20,000 ($10,000 ACC) 25 been budgeted for Contract 4 /mins
for contrect adminsirator responsibilities. Plea-. clact 11 job rev 0 i i

which su.5sts that i e project functions as dev.yed (1-gardl-+: of exc . ation), recreation resources may be cor wrsicung,|within the reses i

br the contract adminisirator m < final proposal
This should be fully ex; lained.

Hovs ., ESA listed bull trout arc monitori!. and data inate they are ¢ “ming  bol. size, and mumbers, since remtzoduction. Adasonally, bull trout
A Rarel 6 Lokl Costs 1 the b et should be i+ 4, per conversations 1 the Januss. meeting. o les mus now contend with tiple the numi<rs of coho m th + p-+lol s'-cams. This pa s ~iect oceurs upstream of Rush Creek; ¢ of the only )
orest Scle Phase I G~ s bull e awning stroarss Wt th basie This places foryg salm:1 in ¢.ose prowrets 1o YOY aicd +arling bull rout.

We believe that the poor collectian abiti. of ine o stres1 6= Ycctor is the £+ b lemect (or sug sssfol ar smous s duction. Our first prior ¢
should be 11 ing the colle-wion problem. A-lditianal habs « « g w-senl clorts are mool, ux:! smalts can suceessful be transported from S+ to thew we. 10
the o.can. We arucipato that collestion o vy will be mpr. sed over time. TU would prefer thet this pi-ject be deferred 4 - soved, until paresge
eflicic:cy s improved. Once the collector s operating eMiciently, TU would be pleased to support this prajeet.

We beliove that the poor collection ab.ity of th. -, vrircam colloctor is the main bottleneck for successful snadr-=c. + 1+ ntroduction. Our first p o rity
should be * g the collection problem. Additions] habital improvement «* rts arc moot, until «- Its can sucvessfil be 4 vasp wied frow § At

See saticipate ot call won effiens, + b sapraved o tume. TU would pre’ir that s -~ ect be doferi=d, o7 fu s saved, until passage
enc. 4 2prc . Once  collector is operat g efficiently, TU would be pleswl 10 supy:«t 1 project

Comment 7. (Page 5 and 6) Methes - I'NEPA 15 not relovant [~ cpping trees, 1-dithe f- % pars.+ph in Methods.
to

Cedar or Douglas fir (less than or equal to 36 DBH) from the immediate riparian area - What is the rinimurn dbh? Also what
would be the impact from removing 10 - 12 trees with up to 36" dbh from the riparian area? Will there be impacts to shade,
temperature or canopy cover over the rives? I'm assuming this is the riparian area of Reach 21, if not identify the location of the

“immediste riparian arcs” and any impacts. I'd Bke to understand the tradeofT berween removing trecs and improving L WD in Covonly, largo aumé s of coho, spr 3 Chuv ok, a1 steelhcad #+lts o= the xees o, and have ditculty *11¢10 and enler 3 the & i

e
callector. The vast majority o: sm. 1« .-+dual + i the rowervoir. A large percentage af salmon appe +: the angler creel. Gravid landlocked

Reach 21
coho and spring (. 24 have been observed 8 g v reservae and rior tribulares.
R 7 repost (Page 2) stalcs wood from the adse o1 riparian stant- would be greater than 36" dbh and Iater on pose 11 up to 367
dbh. The proposal i less than ar equal 1o 36" dbh, Is it greater than or less than? Provide a note in the proposal identifving the Two separale runs ¢ successfully reprodu. . i+ dlochol coho and spring Chinaol. have de: <1+ 4 on thetr 01 m the upper be-on. With b o numbers of
e wacy in the RAT report and ¢c- " rming the « tended « < range. mtzoduced smolts in ¢4 cevsvoir, and no ¢r-dible bnc < lo.a: of their foraging iy +:1 on naty ¢ rescrvair specicr' TU believes il 1s not 5+ dent > continu
hab 1 projects ©> * siher be - smolt . wmbers. Residual - s1-Vs - sact, o rainbe- vt W - These oo iorert
. “Reer 21 |Comment 8. Figure 1 (Page 6) Whatis the s for 2017 bies flow? rou sy monitared, 5o we have no ides of the impact ci tho forage: 3 smob . This miation 14 n v ey
USDAFot & &
Phase I . thi the reser =
Howo cr, ESA Lit-d bull trout are mo - #ore- and data incate tho are dechning « both <<, and numbs », since rrantroduction, .5+ dions ! _ bul trout

one ¢’ the o two

it o tes must < contend with triple the - smbers ¢* coho in ther poed stress. T partic. vir project occurs upstres - of Rush €
% G Lo bar This places fora g sabmon i close pre m <. to YOY and y-. ¢ bull trout

docume.~1 bull tout aw -ing

Comment 9. 8. Specific Werk Products (Page [0) - A deliverable is usually a product that would be
submiti- to the ACC. Using 1t = ition, 8 ca Lract submission o a trec h

ar- <o oy ¢ liverallos. Clarit. i Task | stacles “uz fioed 2o the contract can be
submitte! to the USES contraces departme-s. in order to ms «ain the prop~sed
LewisRier 21 fjvaehne.

Phee T Comment 10. *. Prc;« Duration (Pag: 10) - P-.yext duration 1s idenc ied as Septemi
throusa Dece-aber 2021 yet NEPA i be complete by March 201§, NEPA is listed as
8 project +:-. and 85,000 budgeted from £ TC fus 20 it should also be ncluded in
the project duration.

USD* For:nt $e

(Commuent 11, Bu st (Page 12) - What is 12 " erence b+ ven Mt St Il Insttute 8- ML St Hele, « Insttute Community
Educi-:on? Whet 1+ eloment is co: - Jexed Pr-ject
Mgt in bu g *
Corument 12, Budget (Page 12) - The ntent of the Aquatic Fund is to oy for on ¢ groun work. A: such, commun:
Lewss Reor 21 feducation e simaver aLet = s me. nol be eppi riate au's fses
Phase T for the Aquatic fund.
Comment 13. Budget (Page 12-13) - add explanation either in 1able captions or in the body of the
dorsavas: > describe the + aronce between Tables 2 and 3. I passiblo comb >
the two tables into one - may be able to climinate most of Table 3.

USDA Fou o Se

Comment 14, Appendix B (Page 17) Pleasc addrcss pre-prop-—~al. pi-—ation and . iten final
st in the final ull prope-al loxt mot ust - an Ap;-~adix. Some questions are

repested because same of the i< mation s onfy in Appendix B

Commsent 15. Appendix B (Page 17) - The answer to WDFW question #1 did not addrv the intent of the question and did not
addross reach potential Please address within the

prop sl why. wic should fund a reach deonoted es hi 1+ low stem i for

incres, +pring Chi-aok produc.it, fen these ere restorsfion --+s in other

reaches that ar- b4 es having +,zh potental for sp <-¢, Chinook produce

The ;w123 corpts from -+ 2014 Lower Columbas Fish RecoverBes + Reach

;| Tier Desigaations deline reach poto-wal:

USDA Forot Service | 1% R 2 [ species Reach Potential (SRP) is the *...contribution of a reach to the current and

Fhosell | o ovential population performance. . It identifics *...reaches where reco'
actions..." such as habitat restoration to address limiting factors * . would h
greatest benefi for a particular population.”

Give 11/ ation for restoration in Reach 21 base on reav' and rec’ - polential
profur e, 0t gust ewe: 3 o tors. Each res<n hos lionit - fact - that atYect lfe
by tages. The di‘sw ence is the overall benefit o populstion products . from
feri= stion w ey a rem+ Fouoratior within o reach that has 1+ reach pote: tal
will .- less benafit to the populativa producie iy then restoration 1n a ~ach with
high - 1ch poleaiial

s the

36 18- 1 anached WDFW"s cval criteria score sheet. 1was not surc how 1o incorporate additional comments from WDEW so 1

inchuded those in s em

- s ¢ inotrespond - all WDE V. cinments m o+ piieoal but app<ors onll o' of the comments were seat to UCFS

- Propeo! agpees o be 1assi g Appen - C

- Praject m 1+ v should consider escape oL"- m +a ated arcas in 11 11 Al doagn 1o e [+ are ol s aprc

- We wavi] request -t the project manager provide I+ ACC the thi-: past constructizn man s, 1ors

I Ruer2 |- Covier aplan for monitoring lish (<o -2 a- ideaty abun-iance w and srorad the rere. i+ sitc ~<7arc and

USDA Forait £ vice Phe I completion. Could work with the RATS team or with PacifiCorp's existing for wsing rearing|
upriver (Swilt Collec =1 «xol traps, ete)

-~ ACC e Lo see S fral e b iy 2 2 18 el e,




ACC/Utilities

Decision for
Funding

Yes

Applicant

Applicant
Salmon Creek Flyfishers

'USDA Forest Service

Project Title

Project Title
East Fork of LR Side Channel
& Mason Creek Development
& Maintenance

Lewis River 21 Phase 11

Cowlitz Conservation District Lewis River Reach 2 Side

Fisher Protocols, LLC

Channel

Salmon Habitat Baseline
Quantification Assessment of
the Upper Lewis River
Watershed

Fundin

$

$

$

$

29,400.00

185,000.00

155,500.00

200,000.00

03082018 - ACC Lewis River AQ Fund evalualion (2017-2018).xls

WDFW Fish First

Comments Comments

Total weighted score - 17: There are still projects in the Representative not present, eval criteria
North Fork that would benefit recovery and those should not received as of 10:12/17
be address before the ACC funds projects in the East

Fork. It would be a stretch to say the project would

benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis

River. The project received a “does not meet” response

in Section A “Consistency with Fund Objectives and

Priorities” for 1 Benefit fish recovery throughout the

North Fork Lews River, priority to federal ESA-listed

species (Bull Trout, Chinook, Steelhead, and Chum).

Do not proceed to full proposal.

Total weighted score - 41: The project “meets” all three , Representative not present, eval criteria
components in Section A “Consistency with Fund Inot received as of 10/12/17

1 Objectives and Priorities” and should be moved forward
Ito full proposal. The project addresses the priority life
!stages and limiting factors listed in SalmonPort Reach
21 for spring Chinook and the Multispecies Restoration |
Needs. The reach is listed as low for spring Chinook for !
iReach Potential. Proceed to full proposal.

Representative not present, eval criteria
not received as of 10/12/17

Total weighted score - 28: Although this is a good
project and funding preliminary design would provide
additional security that the project would meet the listed
goals and objectives, the ACC does not fund preliminary
design work. The pre-proposal does not include a
prehminary design as request 1n the application
instructions. Without the preliminary design it is hard for
our engineers to evaluate the likelihood of project
success Also it’s not clear if the aggradation in the side
channel 1s caused by anthropomerphic conditions or 1s a
natural geomorphic process. Maintenance may be
necessary to maintain the channel. Do not proceed to
full proposal

Representative not present, eval criteria
not received as of 10/12/17

Total weighted score - 27.5: Extensive habitat
information was collected for the habitat restoration m
lieu of fish passage evaluation (In Lieu). It is not a good
use of the Aquatic Funds because it is a redundant effort
Do not proceed to full proposal.

Yakama
Nation

Comments Comments Comments

Total weighted score - 0: The Aquatic Fund objectives and priorities are to benefit NF Lewis River fish recovery  Bob Rose informed the
and to support reintroduction efforis (Evaluation Cnitenia, Section A). This project targets habitat in the EF Lewis Utilities that Yakama Proposal and has determined that it "meets"
River subbasin and is not likely to benefit NF Lewis Kiver fish, including reintroduciion efforts in upper basia,  Naton will not be the aquatic fund objectives and pricrities
which 1s the focus of this grani round. The LCFRB does not recommend that this pre-proposal move forward submitting responses for Project needs to be better defined
for further evaluation or funding. critenia. He is confident However, the Forest Service will not
ACC 15 domng a great job. stand in the way of going forward or not
to full proposal.

The Forest Service has reviewed the Pre-

'Total weighted score - 37: This project meets funding objectives and priorities because it focuses on improving ' Bob Rose informed the  The Forest Service has reviewed the Pre-
habitat for upper basin populations in the NF Lewis River. This project targets a medium priority reach for ‘Utilities that Yakama IProposal and has determined that it "meets"
regional recovery (EDT Tier 2, NF Lewis 21), with high potential for winter steelhead, medium potential for ‘Nation will not be the aquatic fund objectives and priorities.
|coho, and low potential for spring Chinook population performance improvements (LCFRB 2010). This project submitting responses for  Yes, proceed to full proposal.

'aims to improve channel stability and off-channel/side-channel habitat, which are identified as high priority criteria. He is confident

restoration needs for fish in this reach (LCFRB 2010). NF Lewis 21 is also identified as a priority for spring ACC is doing a great job.

Chinook in the Lewis River Aquatic Fund Priority Reaches (Attachment B in application materials). This project | i
,would address both spawning and rearing needs for ESA-listed salmonids. Please answer the following questions

lin a full proposal: 1) How does this project site relate functionally to the 2016-funded Phase I site? 2) Please

'elaborate on stabilizing the December 2015 large wood depositional area - is it a project goal to provide |
habitat complexity to capture this wood as it shifts downstream or laterally, or to relocate this deposited ‘ |
large wood? The LCFRB recommends that this pre-proposal move forward to the full proposal stage.

i

Total weighted score - 31° This project will add side-channel habitat in reach Lewis 2 Tidal D, which isused by Bob Rose informed the  The Forest Service has reviewed the Pre-

uppet basin populations for migration, and potentially rearing. This project targets a medium priority reach for Utilities that Yakama Proposal and has determined that it "meets®

regional recovery (EDT Tier 2), with a medium potential for fall Chinook and low poteniial for chum, coho, and  Nation will not be the aquatic fund objectives and priorities.

winter steelhead population performance improvements (LCFRB 2010). This project aims to improve off- submitting responses for  However, more detail and design is needed
h 1/side-ch 1 habitat and ch 1 stability, which are identified as high prionty multi-species restoration ~ criteria. He 1s confident to render a yes. Do not proceed to full

needs for ESA-listed fish in this reach (LCFRB 2010). Lewis 2 Tidal D 1s also 1dentified as a priority reach for ~ ACC is doing a great job. proposal

spring Chinook, coho, and steelhead in the Phase I reaches below Merwin m the Lewis River Aquatic Fund

Priority Reaches (Attachment B 1n application materials). This project would address habitat needs for salmonid

rearing and potentially spawning in the lower NF Lewis, as well as provide holding habiting for migrating upper

basn fish. Please answer the following questions in the full proposal submittal: 1) Has the sponsor reached out

to DNR about permit or signage requirements yet? 2) Will riparian habitat restoration occur as part of this

project? 3) Are landowners amenable to a perenially flowing side-channel in front of their residences? If

riparian vegetation is planted, will the property owners commit to maintaining it? The LCFRB

recommends that this pre-proposal move forward to the full proposal stage. October 17, 2017 -

‘With regard to revisiting the projects in light of the consensus process, we only have substantive concern with the

group’s majority decision on whether to proceed to full propesal for one project, and that is the Cowlitz

Conservation District’s Lewis River Reach 2 Side Channel project All parties except the LCFRB recommended

that the project not move forward to final application. However, we question whether the technical and

permitting questions raised are fatal fiaws, or could be addressed through a final application submittal, especially

given the sponsors track record at successfully completing projects. Since we missed the 1n-person scoring

meeting, perhaps additional rationale was provided that we are not aware of, That being said, from a consensus

standpount, we are willing to go along with the majority of the members recommendation that only the USFS

project move forward. Perhaps for next year we need to revisit the topic as a group. We may need to provide

more clarity as far as submittal requirements for both the preliminary and final proposals, i0 ensure sponsors

know exactly what bar they need to reach.

Project does not support reintroduction
efforts. No, do not proceed to full

Bob Rose informed the
Utilities that Yakama

Total weighted scote - 22. Carrying capacity and limiting factor analyses were recently updated in all reaches
upstream of Merwin Dam for coho, winter steelhead, and spring Chinook (New Information for Lews River

Future Fish Passage In Lieu Decision. April 2016). As part of this recent work, Cramer Fish Sciences estmated Nation will not be proposal.
current spawning and seasonal rearmng habitat capacity for each species, as well as smolt production potential by submutting responses for

reach. Combined, this new information provides a sound technical basis for 1dentifying biological bottlenecks,  criteria. He is confident

targeting both the type and location of restoration work, and prioritizing projects for funding. to ensure the ACC is doing a great job.

greatest impact on population-scale performance. This monitoring proposal could support funding objectives and
priorities by estimating spawning and rearing habitat capacity in the upper NF Lewis River. However, we are
uncertain how this project would result in sufficient new information that would further refine project
identification and selection. The LCFRB recommends that this pre-proposal move forward to the full
proposal stage. However, the sponsor should articulate in the final proposal how this effort will

b ively the updated technical found: and further refine and enhance the project
identification and selection process.
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USFWS Utilities

Cowlitz Indian T

Comments ‘ Comments Comments ‘ Comments
Total weighted score - 11: EF Lewis Side Channel & ¢ic.: This pre-proposal and assembly of projects 1s Representative not Total weighted score - 18: Only meets one of the Does not meet A - Consistency with
fatally flawed in several areas and should not proceed to final proposal. Generally, the projects are not present. eval criterianot Fund objeciives so Does Not Meet A.  In addition Fund Objectives and Priorities. Do not
scoped in a way that will provide direct benefits to target populations. The projects appear to be maintenauce received as of 10/12/17  this 1s not a prioniy reach. Rated Evauation critera B recommend proceeding to final
measures for previous projects that have largely failed due to watershed processes that had not been as 4 points because objectives are not clear and proposal.
adequately identified during initial scoping and construction. Dredging sediments ignores the primary’ details are lacking. Rated Critera C as 4 mainly
watershed processes responsible for the problem, and is not an appropriate use for Aquatic Fund monies. because the likelihood of meeting project objectives
The project references “beaver deceivers” and other measures that are apparently not included in the cost is low, details are lacking and monitoring would just
estimates or plans. The attachments do not appear to align with the proposed actions. The organization does use Hobos to monito temperature. Rated Critera D as
not have substantial experience with habitat restoration. and Mr Dyrland’s participation as project lead does 4 mainly because there are adequate numbers of
little to improve the project’s likelihood of success. personel involved. Rated Critera E as 2 because
proposal is week on budget and detailed schedule. Do
not proceed to full proposal.
Total weighted score - 46: Recommend proceeding to final proposal. This is an extremely strong ~ Representative not I Total weighted score - 45: Meets all objectes of Yes, proceed to full proposal.

proposal, clearly and concisely written, appropriately sited and scoped, and seems likely to succeed  Present, eval criteria not Critera A This is a Priority Reach. Rated Criteria B
in achieving its objectives. It appears to be precisely targeting the highest priority limiting factors  Teceived as of 10/12/17 s 16 because most of the bulleted items are met. |
and life stages with appropriate treatments in high-priority areas. The final proposal should include |Rated Critera C as 16 because scientific validity ia

the methods employed or to be employed for determining scour depth and resulting structure ;“;‘izné:::r::igs:srisf;éhi::n:izi:fl:::;f ::;ds'
embedment depth, and the conceptual designs should be updated as necessary. The proposal states permini’ng capabilities areqevi dezt. Rated Critera E as
that full-length cedar or Douglas fir from adjacent stands will be included, NEPA pending. If the 4 because the objectives are met. Proceed to full
availability of those logs is uncertain, a contingency plan for improving stability with smaller wood proposal.

pieces from the Forest Service conservation harvest stand should be included in the final proposal.

Total weighted score - 36: This appears to be a promising location for habitat restoration work in an Representative not Total weighted score - 35: This is a priority Reach. Do not recommend proceeding to
identified priority reach. The proposal 1s clearly targeting appropriate species and limiting factors, but would present, eval criteria not  Objectives of Criteria A are all met. Rated Criteria B final proposal
be sirengthened by more clearly linking Rom s prioritization with proposed actions, since EDT available received as of 10/12/17  as 16 because the proposal 1s well thought out and

from the LCFRB/SalmonPort does not include spring Chinook in the lower river (noting the presence of the organized. Rated Criteria C as 16 because scientific

release site 1s helpful, but tailoring habitat needs the outmigrants would be helpful). The proposal narrative validity 1s evident and the concepis are sound. Rated

suggests using sill strucmres, which need to be fully described (form and function) for reviewers to determine Cntena D as 4 because the ability to implement the

likelihood of success. Given the tidal nature of the sitc, flow patterns and sedimentation may not be project 1s evident although the funding extends out

adequately predicted by simple 1-D modeling or flow estimation as described m the proposal. The project over 2 years.Rated Critenna E as 3 mostly because the

timeline appears to be overly optimistic with regard to permitting, allowing only a few moaths for permits project is protracted and can't be implemented in one

that often take many months to a year (USACE NWP 27). Further lengthening the permit timeline, without year. Numerous concerns about location;

SRFB funding, the sponsor will be required to undergo more complex permitting since the 4(d) Lumit & functionality, scour depth and needed structural

section 7 self-certification 1s not applicable, and the WDFW streamlined fish habitat permitung pathway design. Do not proceed to full proposal

would not likely apply. The sponsor notes that the project is subject to State Owned Aquatic Land (SOAL)
permitting, but 1f the project is located partially or in whole on SOAL, then a landowner acknowledgement
form should be mncluded from DNR, and the sponsor should discuss this project with SOAL representatives
thoroughly before applying. SOAL is not a permitting pathway—it is a landownership, and one with
complex interests that must be addressed prior to the final proposal. The proposed monitoring section needs
substantial revision. Do not recommend proceeding to final proposal.

Does not meet A - Consistency with Fund Objectives and Priorities. Do not recommend proceeding to final Representative not Total weighted score - 0: Only meets one of the Fund Does not meet A - Consistency with
proposal. present, eval criteria not  objectives so Does Not Meet A. This proposal could Fund Objectives and Prionties. Do not
received as of 10/12/17  arguably be attributed to all the prioniv reaches but it recommend proceeding to final

is not a tangible habitat project. In addition, it does  proposal.

not make sense to go through the effort of applying

the Fisher Protocols to the Lewis River when all the

decisions have relied on EDT. 1t is not likely, given

the extent of stream reaches in the Lewis River

watershed that all of them can be covered in 2 to 3

months. Consequently, did not rate all the Objective

Critena because. while this may help to focus habitat

work, n the end we may be duplicating Effort similar

to EDT with no habitat improvement to show for it.

Do not proceed to full proposal.
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Lewis River Aquatic Fund - Utilities' Eivaluation of 2016/2017 Project Proposals

Cost Consistency with Selected for
Project Bull Trout Fund Objectives Utilities for Full- Comments - Utilities
No. Applicant Project Title Schedule Benefit Project Partners Funding Share? Proposal - Y or N
Salmon Creek East Fork of LR Side Channel & 2018 Expand and improve the side channel and feeder stream network No Friends of EF, Boy Scouts, $ 29,400.00 Yes- In-kind ! Benefit Recovery 2 Only meets one of the Fund objectives so Does Not Meet A In addition this is not a priority reach
Flyfishers Mason Creek Development & on the EF of the Lewis. Provide more protection to native salmon Eagle Scouts and Healing Support reintro. Rated Evauation critera B as 4 points because objectives are not clear and details are lacking Rated Critera
Maintenance and steelhead fingerlings. Expand protection efforts making ‘Waters Vets Enhance habitat C as 4 mainly because the likelihood of meeting project objectives is low, details are lacking and monitoring
- Mason Creek a more effective feeder stream by deepening, wou:'l jUSt:SC H"b‘;ﬁ to l}“’f;itoéezgecf‘at\"“ g“dtef;ﬂtf’rﬂ Das 4151;1“11)' bclf:ausi ﬂ:iele are ;:e?:;litz
: : B o - B numbers of personel involved. Raf itera E as 2 becausc proposal is week on budget and detaile:
1})31}::ntmg endiplasingaibeaverdereiyeraticiconflugnce wit (0 N schedule. Erik - while the project has ment (toured it in 2015), benefits would be directed towards East Fork
steethead not North Fork
USDA Forest Service Lewis River 21 Phase II 2018/2019  Project goal is to address stream channel habitat structure & bank No Mt. St. Helens Institute $ 185,000.00 Yes 1 Benefit Recovery 2 Meets all objectes of Critera A This is a Priority Reach. Rated Criteria B as 16 because most of the
stability and off channel & side channel habitat restoration needs Support Teim_f0~ bulleted items are met. Rated Critera C as 16 because scientific validity ia evident and measures fit the
and thereby improve egg incubation and summer rearing by Enhance habitat identified aquatic needs. Rated Criteria D as 4 Adequate personel exist and permitting capabilities are
2 improving three limiting factors; channel stability, habitat Y evident. Rated Critera E as 4 because the objectives are met. Erik - I support this proposal
diversity and key habitat.
Cowlitz Conservation Lewis River Reach 2 Side 201372020  Project goal 1s to restore 1240 feet of side channetl habitat 1n the No Landowners Andrew, Loudand $ 155,500.00 Yes 1 Benefit Recovery 2 Thus 1s a priority Reach. Objectives of Criieria A are all met. Rated Criteria B as 16 because the proposal is
District Channel Lewis River (Reach Lewis 2 Tidal D). This includes Bond Support remtro : well thought out and orgamzed. Rated Criteria C as 16 because scientific validity is evident and the concepis
reconnecting the channel with the Lewis River, placing large Enhance habitat are sound. Rated Criteria D as 4 because the ability to implement the project 1s evident although the funding
woody debris structures in the side channel to maintain extends out over 2 years Rat?,d Criteria E as'3 mostly because the projet 15 protracted and can't be
3 connectivity and increase habitat quantity and diversity within Y unplemented in one year. Erik - I support this proposal
the channel, and implement riparian restoration to fully restore
ripanan function at the site to maintain the site over the long
term
Fisher Protocols, LLC  Salmon Habitat Baseline 2018 SR No None $ 200,000.00 No 1 Benefit Recovery 2 Only meets one of the Fund objectives so Does Not Meet A. This proposal could arguably be attributed to
Quantification Assessment of the Condl.lﬂ 0n51te' SUIVEYS of the upper Lewis River water.shed to Support reintro all the priority reaches but it is not a tangible habitat project. In addition, it does not make sense to go
Upper Lewis River Watershed quantify the existing salmon spawning and rearing habitat in all Enhance habitat through the effort of applying the Fisher Protocols to the Lewis River when all the decisions have relied on
Lewis River Aquatic Fund (LRAF) Priority Reaches, or entire EDT. It is not likely, given the extent of stream reaches in the Lewis River watershed that all of them can be
priority watersheds, using the Fisher Protocol© Rapid covered in 2 to 3 months. Consequently 1 did not rate all the Objective Criteria because, while this may help
Assessment Method. Project deliverables include, baseline data to focus habitat work, in the end we may be duplicating Effort similar to EDT with no habitat improvement
4 sets of present salmon spawning and rearing habitat quantity, N to show for it. Erik - Agreed. not supportive of duplicating work already done or using funds for study
locations, and adult carrying capacity per watershed and stream PUIDOSESS
reach. Results will have direct application to LCFRB watershed
recovery plan goals, and to LRAF goals by establishing baseline
salmon habitat locations, quantity, and adult carrying capacity as
a benchmark prior to future instream habitat restoration projects
implementation.
Totals $ 569,900.00
Total non-bull trout Funds
$ -
Fund Objectives: 1. Benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis River, priority to federal ESA-listed species Bull Trout Funds $ -

2. Support the re-introduction of anadromous fish throughout the basin
3. Enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin, with priority given to North Fork Lewis River

3/8/18
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McCune, Kimberly

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 8:50 AM
To: Amanda Froberg; Amelia Johnson; Asher, Eli; Bob Rose; Brice Crayne; Bryce Glaser; Bryce

Michaelis; Daniel Rawding; David Howe; Doyle, Jeremiah; Ed Meyer; Ferraiolo, Mark;
Hudson, Michael; James Byrne; James H Malinowski; 'Kale Bentley'; Karchesky, Chris;
Kelley Jorgensen; Lesko, Erik; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese; ‘Melody Tereski'; 'Michelle Day’;
Morgan, David; Nathan Reynolds; Olson, Todd; 'Patrick Lee’; Peggy Miller; Pienovi, Levi;
Rhidian Morgan; Roberts, Aaron; 'Ruth Tracy'; Samuel Kolb; Serdar Carol; Steve Manlow;
Taylor Aalvik; Tim Romanski; Tom Wadsworth; Weatherly, Briana; Whitesel, Timothy

Subject: Lewis River 21 Phase II; 2017/2018 Aquatic Fund; USDA Forest Service Project Approved
for Funding

Attn: ACC Representatives

Please be advised that no additional comments were received by the March 16™ deadline. Consensus was
reached on a final 2017/2018 Resource Project list as follows:

Applicant Project Title Approved Decision
Funding
USDA Forest Lewis River 21 Phase II $177,000 YES
Service
Thank you.
Kimberly McCune

Sr. Business Administrator
PacifiCorp — Hydro Resources

825 NE Multnomah St., Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97232

Ph: (503) 813-6078

From: McCune, Kimberly
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 3:26 PM
To: Amanda Froberg <afroberg@cowlitzpud.org>; Amelia Johnson <ajohnson@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; Asher, Eli
<easher@cowlitz.org>; Bob Rose <rosb@yakamafish-nsn.gov>; Brice Crayne <bricecrayne@outlook.com>; Bryce Glaser
<glasebgg@dfw.wa.gov>; Bryce Michaelis <bmichaelis@fs.fed.us>; Daniel Rawding <Daniel.Rawding@dfw.wa.gov>;
David Howe <David.Howe @dfw.wa.gov>; Doyle, Jeremiah <Jeremiah.Doyle @pacificorp.com>; Ed Meyer
<ed.meyer@noaa.gov>; Ferraiolo, Mark <Mark.Ferraiolo@pacificorp.com>; Hudson, Michael
<michael_hudson@fws.gov>; James Byrne <byrnejim7@gmail.com>; James H Malinowski
<jim.malinowski@icloud.com>; 'Kale Bentley' <kale.bentley@dfw.wa.gov>; Karchesky, Chris
<Chris.Karchesky@pacificorp.com>; Kelley Jorgensen <kjorgensen@pnfarm.com>; Lesko, Erik
<Erik.Lesko@pacificorp.com>; Mariah Stoll-Smith Reese <mariah@Ielooska.org>; 'Melody Tereski'
<Melodyt@Icfrb.gen.wa.us>; 'Michelle Day' <michelle.day@noaa.gov>; Morgan, David <dmorgan@pnfarm.com>;
Nathan Reynolds <nreynolds@cowlitz.org>; Olson, Todd <Todd.Olson@pacificorp.com>; 'Patrick Lee'
<patrick.lee@clark.wa.gov>; Peggy Miller <peggy.miller@dfw.wa.gov>; Pienovi, Levi <Levi.Pienovi@pacificorp.com>;
1
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FULL PROPOSAL FORM

Lewis River Aquatic Fund

Form Intent:

To provide a venue for an applicant to clearly indicate the technical basis and support for
proposed project. Specifically the project’s consistency with recovery plans, Settlement
Agreement Fund objectives and priorities: technical studies and assessments which
support the proposed action and approach.

Full Proposal format:
Please complete the following form for your Full Proposal. Maps, design drawings and
other supporting materials may be attached.

The deadline for a draft Full Proposal Form submission is December 15, 2017. Please
submit materials to:

Frank Shrier

PacifiCorp — LCT 1500
825 NE Multnomah Street
Portland, OR 97232

1. Project Title
Lewis River 21 Phase Il

2. Project Manager (name, address, telephone, email)
Greg Robertson

Mount St. Helens National VVolcanic Monument

42218 NE Yale Bridge Road

Amboy, WA 98601

360-449-7833

360-449-7801-FAX

gregrobertson@fs.fed.us

3. Identification of problem or opportunity to be addressed

The Lewis River 21 Phase I site is a moderately confined reach with a relatively low
gradient (<1%) located between Rush Creek and Little Creek confluences (Figure 1).
Pool depths are shallow (<3’) for a large river and contributes to the observed high
bankfull width to depth ratios. Recently deposited large wood complexes from the 2015
high flow event have improved channel conditions although the large wood is highly
mobile, lacking embedded key pieces that would offer long term stability.

The Lewis River 21 Phase Il project area site problems are unstable off channel habitat
and banks, shallow pool depths, limited floodplain connectivity, and low levels of
suitable spawning gravels. All of these problems contribute to primary limiting factors of
poor channel stability, reduced sediment routing, and limited key habitat which are from
lack of large wood causing homogeneous water depths throughout the project reach.
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Figure 1. Lewis River Phase Il prposed project location, North Fork Lewis River, Skamania
County, Washington (Lat/Long: 46.078683, -121.929327).

The existing side channels have been observed by Forest Service staff over the last
decade to be intermittently active during high flow conditions, dependent upon the flux of
large wood on the mid channel gravel bar. Currently, the side channel complex is active
during high flow event and several pieces of large wood have been deposited on the
gravel bar that bisects the project reach (Figure 1). These few large wood pieces have
been observed to facilitate sediment routing through the project reach and currently allow
flow in the side channel during high flow events. Stabilizing the large wood on the gravel
bar by adding large wood apex structures will capture and retain future large wood
recruitment, allowing future perennial access into the side channel complex and restore
long term sediment routing through the reach. Bank structures will work with the apex
structures to prevent further lateral channel movement into the bank and will promote
floodplain activation by reducing the cross-sectional area of the main channel. A
secondary action of the bank structure will also stabilize the eroding bank of the terrace,
reducing associated sediment input, creating deeper pools through constriction scour and
increasing spawning gravel deposition.




Figure 2. Upstream location for an apex structure looking downstream. Note the several pieces of
wood that have been deposited (left center of photo) during the December 2015 high flow event
(photo taken September 2017).

4. Background

The goal of the Lewis River 21 Phase Il project is to address stream channel habitat
structure and bank stability, and off channel and side channel habitat restoration needs
and thereby enchancing egg incubation and summer rearing by improving three limiting
factors; channel stability, habitat diversity and key habitat.

Lewis River 21 Phase Il goal is to enhance fish habitat quality in the Lewis River by:
Improving habitat complexity and diversity in the side channel using LWM
Providing refugia during winter flows for juvenile salmonids.

Providing rearing opportunities for juvenile salmonids during summer months.
Providing increased spawning opportunities for adult salmonids.

The project goals are consistent with the Aquatic Fund objectives.



Objective 1: Benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis River, with
priority to federal ESA-listed species.

This project will contribute to the recovery of these species by increasing the amount
and quality of rearing in side channels. In addition, greater pool depths and spawning
areas will be associated with the log complexes.

Objective 2: Support the reintroduction of anadromous fish throughout the basin.
Juvenile anadromous salmonids will have consistent quality rearing and refugia when
this project is complete, promoting juvenile survival and directly contributing to the
spring Chinook and coho salmon, and steelhead trout reintroduction efforts.

Objective 3:_Enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin-, with priority given to
the North Fork Lewis River.

This project is located in the North Fork Lewis River Basin, Lewis River Reach 21.
It is well documented that coho salmon juveniles prefer slow water habitats with large
wood components and Chinook salmon prefer mainstem spawning habitat. This
project restores and creates additional spawning area in the mainstem channel and
high quality slow water habitat in adjacent side channels.

The LCFRB Plan (2010) summarized the limiting factors for Upper Lewis salmonid
species, spring Chinook, coho, and winter steelhead life stages (LCRFRB). The most
critical life stage was egg incubation and the second most critical life stage was 0-age
summer rearing for all three species. For spring Chinook egg incubation, channel stability
and sediment were primary limiting factors, and key habitat a secondary limiting factor.
Competition (hatchery) and habitat diversity were primary limiting factors, and food,
predation and key habitat secondary limiting factors for spring Chinook 0-age summer
rearing.

Three of the six ‘High’ Rated Multi-Species Priority Restoration Needs for Lewis River
21 listed in the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board’s SalmonPORT will be addressed
in this project: 1) Floodplain function and channel migration processes, 2) Off Channel &
side channel habitat, and 3) Stream channel habitat structure & bank stability.

Ronni and Timm (2016) reviewed existing habitat and environmental assessment data for
spring Chinook, coho and winter steelhead and conducted a limiting factor analysis to
identify limiting habitat and life stages. Similar to the LCFRB Plan, summer rearing
habitat was identified to be limited in the stream systems above Swift Dam. Ronni and
Timm emphasized estimating suitable rearing habitat (littoral zone, <3m deep) in the
reservoir, and changing the depth criteria by one or two meters had a large influence in
determining if spawning habitat would be limiting. Sediment load in Lewis 21 reach was
the factor affecting summer rearing for all three species. Sediment load was also affecting
winter rearing habitat for steelhead in this reach. High quantities of fine sediments (21.9
% fines) from surface [erosion], mass wasting and roads were estimated using Fullerton
et al. (2006; 2010a, b).

Five major categories of restoration actions for the goal of improving summer and winter
rearing were listed within the 25 priority reaches identified and then adopted by the ACC.



For Lewis River 21, large wood placement was recommended along with road restoration
to improve summer and winter rearing.

D. J. Warren & Associates, Inc. (2016) used the EDT model to generate habitat limiting
factors and reach restoration analysis. The EDT model determined habitat factors that
limited salmon and steelhead production based on the differences in habitat inputs
between current and historical conditions. Historical conditions were defined by
functioning Level 3 Survival Factors. Using this methodology, Lewis 21 has key habitat
identified as the limiting factor. Key habitat is defined as ‘The relative quantity of the
primary habitat types(s) utilized by the focus species during a life stage; quantity is
expressed as percent of wetted surface area of the stream channel’.

The U.S. Forest Service identified the Upper Lewis River mainstem habitat as high
priority reaches for Chinook and steelhead, while side channels and other slow water
habitats were identified as high priority for coho. The mainstem habitat has been
negatively affected by past timber harvest reducing large wood recruitment and by past
sediment production from roads that was delivered to the mainstem during high flow
events (USFS 1995b).

5. Project Objective(s)

The project objectives to address the problems are:

e Stabilize two naturally occurring large wood depositional areas that were
recruited in the December 2015 flood event on mid channel gravel bars.

e Stabilize and increase off channel habitat and increase channel complexity with
large wood to improve rearing habitat

e Stabilize higher elevation terrace banks and improve channel migration processes
by distributing flow into side channel

e Increase floodplain connectivity by displacing flow onto adjacent floodplains
during high flow events,

¢ Increase available spawning gravel and increase pool depths by sorting and
retaining gravels in two pool tail crests and increasing scour in two pools.

The project will construct 4 log complexes and place logs along the banks of the north
side channel (Figure 3). The two apex large wood structures will result in enhanced large
wood deposition as the structures will be designed and built to remain in place and collect
additional large wood through time. The two apex large wood structures will also sort
and retain gravels in two pool tail crests and create constriction scour in the associated
pools. Positioning two south bank structures at opposing locations to the apex jams will
increase north bank floodplain connectivity by decreasing channel cross-sectional area
and dissipating flow toward the north side (right side looking downstream).
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Figure 3. Phase Il project area showing proposed structure locations and channel dimensions.

The short term benefits of the project will be the immediate juvenile refuge from high
flow events in the side channel, floodplain, and large wood structure habitats during the
first winter months and future winter flows. Several small channels are present in the
lower elevation floodplain area on the north side of the channel that would be reactivated
at lower flows than the current mainstem channel conditions will allow. This results in
wetted small channels within approximately thirty two acres of floodplain habitat from
the top of the project reach downstream during high flows. Long term benefits will
include deeper pools maintained by high flow scour, increased spawning gravel habitat
from gravel sorting by the added channel roughness and a reduction in channel shear
stress at high flows by inundating the adjacent floodplain to the north.

Other benefits both short and long term outcomes would be the reduction in sediment
inputs from the stabilization of the eroding bank of the upper terrace while
complementing the apex structure to occupy cross-sectional area and to maintain side
channel longevity. This would also encourage other natural processes such as channel
migration and further side channel development to occur on the adjacent lower elevation
floodplain.

These actions would also complement the previously funded Lewis River Phase | project
by reducing flows in the main channel from the wetted side channels upstream. By
reducing the flow in the main channel, a reduction in substrate particle size can expected.
6. Tasks

Task 1: NEPA and required permits.



7.

e Field work for this NEPA document was accomplished during the fall and
winter of 2017/18 and a final decision memo is to be signed by March 2018.
The project would be implemented July 2019.

e Instream restoration activities are covered under a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
a regional US Army Corps of Engineers RGP-8 permit, and an ARBO I
programmatic consultation with the USFWS and NOAA.

e The Forest Service is the landowner and project sponsor, and the District
Ranger is supportive of this project.

Task 2: Project Design.

e Finalize project design and project preparation details will be completed by
March 2018. Preliminary designs were completed during in 2017.

e Surveys will be done to develop project specific elevations for excavation and
final structure designs. This includes longitudinal profile and cross-sectional
information that will be used as designs are finalized.

e Fifteen trees will be tipped over from the 30 acre northern adjacent riparian
area. A 35 acre Peppercat timber sale unit is set aside to use for fish habitat
restoration activities over the next ten years. An area within this stand will be
designated for harvest operations for this project. Additional material may be
acquired from PacifiCorp Swift Reservoir Cleaning operations.

Task 3: Project Implementation
e Develop equipment, logging, and instream implementation through a Request
for Quotation using a time and equipment contract.
e Qualified USFS personnel will administer the contract to ensure project
specifications are met.

Task 4: Monitoring

e Baseline monitoring will occur prior to project implementation and include a
longitudinal profile, cross-sections, pebble counts, and photo-documentation.

e Monitoring will occur following project implementation and will continue on
an annual basis for several years following project completion. Monitoring
will provide information on whether the project objectives were met by
quantitatively measuring pre and post project metrics. MSHI will provide two
interns and volunteers for baseline and post implementation monitoring under
supervision by the USFS.

e A monitoring report will be written each year following project
implementation for three years. MSHI will provide raw data in excel format,
provide analysis of data and will complete the report with USFS assistance.

Methods

Project designs to achieve these goals and objectives are to provide roughness in the form
of four large wood structures within 1300 feet (0.25 miles) of river channel using 300
pieces of large wood from a USFS harvest unit and 15 whole trees from the 30 acre



riparian area to the north (Figure 3). Large wood would also be added to the lower energy
side channel to promote and maintain pool scour, high and low flow juvenile refugia, and
spawning gravel sorting. Wood added to the side channel would be anchored or buried in
a manner to be retained at high flows. Scour depth was estimated as 16 feet for Q50
discharge (Appendix A). Positioning these structures to a depth approximating the scour
depth and using 3-4 larger key pieces (24-36” DBH) for each structure will result in a
self-maintaining large wood structure.

Two apex jams would each occupy approximately 30 feet of cross-sectional area and two
bank structures that would be constructed opposing the apex bar structures would occupy
approximately 18 feet of cross-sectional area (Figure 4 and 5). Between the two bank and
apex structures, approximately 20% of the cross-sectional area of the channel would be
occupied. Both structures would be built to exceed the eroding terrace bank height on the
south side of the channel which would be approximately 13 feet above the channel
thalweg (Figures 6, 7, and 8). This would provide two feet of structure height above the
top elevation of the highest floodplain surface on the south side and be approximately
seven feet higher than the lower elevation floodplain on the north side. Localized scour
will occur at these two locations that will deepen and maintain the existing shallow pools.
Scour beyond the structures is not expected other than local scour at the structure
locations, thus further vertical channel incision is not expected. However, aggradation is
expected upstream of the structures from a reduced hydraulic gradient caused by the
constriction of the two opposing bank and apex structures.

Equipment access to attain tipped trees within the northern floodplain will require
excavation of the north bank which is also the location of a river adjacent trail section.
Rehabilitation of these excavated areas will include the formation of an inlet to the
floodplain area at an elevation that would allow bankfull flows or greater to readily
access the floodplain’s small disconnected channels. The more frequent inundation of
these small channels within the floodplain area and interaction with the trail tread is
expected. A separate trail project will be designed to accommodate more frequent flows
in the small channels on the floodplain not only at the trail section with the two locations
where an inlet will be formed but throughout the trail section as it crosses this 30 acres
floodplain area.
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Figure 4. LiDAR elevation map showing structure locations (red dots), and future small channel
areas (dashed red line). Excavation of the small channel inlet areas will be limited to 30 feet from
bank edge and allow access of bankfull flows or greater.

Material will consist of naturally recruited wood on the gravel bar, imported Douglas fir
(12-14” DBH) from a harvest unit, and either cedar or Douglas fir (24-36” DBH) from
the northern riparian area or from the PacifiCorp Swift Reservoir spring forebay cleanout.

Tree tipping will be within a 30 acre riparian area located on the north side of Lewis
River 21 reach. A USFS silviculturist has determined the stand is fully stocked with
mature trees. No trees will be tipped that are providing shade to the mainstem and a
wildlife biologist specifies which trees will be tipped to minimize the risk of taking trees
that are suitable for wildlife habitat. A recreation specialist has provided input so that
disturbance to the Lewis River trail is limited. Safety notices for trail users that tree
tipping and restoration activities will be occurring during a specified time will be posted
at established entry points to the project site and trail traffic will be controlled by
personnel on the trail when needed. Individual trees identified for tipping will be
interspersed among the 30 acres, be within denser tree clumps and therefor minimal
reduction in shade and canopy cover to the riparian area structure as a whole is expected.
Effects to shade within the riparian area specified will be temporary and minimal as the
remaining tall tree lateral branches will grow to fill in the newly created gap and
understory vegetation will also grow as an adjustment to the additional light. The
multistoried structure of the stand allows for the reduction of individual trees with
minimal reduction of shade as the multistoried structure creates shade from the
combination of tallest trees, smaller deciduous tree species and bushes.
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Figure 4. Cross section of upstream apex and bank structure noting structure footprint, design
discharges, and bankfull width.

LR 21 Phase Il downstream Apex Jam
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Figure 5. Cross section of downstream apex and bank structure noting structure footprint, design
discharges, and bankfull width.
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Figure 6. Conceptual apex/-gravel bar structure showing proposed structure heights, widths, and
scour depths.

Margin Structure Conceptual Design
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Figure 7. Conceptual plan view design of proposed bank structure key member placement.
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| |
N [ — - ~
Peak Flow Q..Elevation \\ e — —. %
. : Top of Bank -
Direction of Flow R — 3 el 4 o 7_-7-7-7"""—*-—-,_7:\\
Looking Downstream : 13 ”
S, — S
Bankfull Elevation : |
— 1 ———=
A e —
-~y N o
Maximum Scour Depth - Cross-Section View |

Figure 8. Conceptual bank structure showing proposed structure height, scour depth, and projection
into the channel.

Specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the Lewis River 21 Phase Il project are
specified in the NEPA document. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, a regional US Army Corps of Engineers
RGP-8 permit, and an ARBO Il programmatic consultation with the USFWS and NOAA
further describes requirements for resource protection.

The BMPs, MOU and permits issued to the USFS to conduct aquatic restoration ensure
that minimal resource damage will occur when implementing instream projects.
Examples include worksite isolation to minimize instream turbidity or erosion control
measures that limit sediment delivery to the waterbody.

The short term benefits will be the immediate juvenile refuge from high flow events in
the side channel, floodplain, and large wood structure habitats during the first winter
months. Several high flow channels are present in the lower elevation floodplain area on
the north side of the channel that would be reactivated at lower flows than current
channel conditions will allow and would inundate small disconnected channels within
approximately thirty two acres of floodplain habitat from the top of the project reach
downstream during bankfull or greater events. Longer term benefits will include deeper
pools maintained by high flow scour, increased spawning gravel habitat from gravel
sorting by the added channel roughness and a reduction in channel shear stress at high
flows by inundating small disconnected channels within the adjacent floodplain to the
north.
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8. Specific Work Products

Deliverable 1: Contract submission to the Forest Service contracting department for the
Lewis River 21 Phase Il project will be completed the first week of March, 2019 and
obligated to a qualified contractor by May 1, 2019.

Deliverable 2: Tree harvest on USFS land will begin during the last week of June and
will be completed and hauled to the project site for instream project implementation prior
to the instream work window (July 15-Aug 15). Instream work will be completed within
the instream work window. All work will be completed by October 15, 2019.

Deliverable 3: A project completion report that includes project narrative, financial
information, description of project successes and lessons learned, and photo
documentation of the completed project will be submitted to the ACC by February 8,
2022.

9. Project Duration

Project duration will be from September 2018 through December 2021.

The harvest and haul of the trees from USFS Peppercat 35 unit will start on the ground
activities in late June 2019.

Task 1: NEPA and required permits will be completed by March 2018.

Task 2: Project Design will be completed by March 2019.

Task 3: Project Implementation will be completed by October 15, 2019

Task 4: Monitoring will be completed by December 2021. Project site visit would
occur during June of 2020 or to be determined by the ACC.

10. Permits and Authorizations

Resource surveys have been completed for the Phase Il project area and NEPA will be
completed March 2018. As per requirements under ARBO Il programmatic consultation
with the USFWS and NOAA, tipped trees are selected by a wildlife biologist during a site
visit immediately prior to implementation.

Permitting and BMP requirements are covered under a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, a regional US Army
Corps of Engineers RGP-8 permit, and an ARBO Il programmatic consultation with the
USFWS and NOAA.
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11. Matching Funds and In-kind Contributions

Table 1. Matching funds and in-kind contributions for the Lewis River 21 Phase 11 restoration

project.

Partner

Contribution

Funds

Forest Service

Project designs,
Contracting, Permitting,

$28,000 In-kind

Monitoring
Materials from USFS Trees with rootwads $150,000 In-kind
Mt. St. Helens Institute Monitoring $3,000 In-kind

12. Peer Review of Proposed Project

USFS Region 6 Restoration Assistance Team (RAT) reviewed the Lewis River 21
project area on November 2, 2017. RAT project review contact information:
Paul Powers, 541-433-3236. The Review is attached in Appendix C.
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13. Budget

Table 2. 2019 Lewis River 21 Phase |1 proposed budget.

2019 Lewis River 21

Final Project . Monitoring/Labor
Phase Il proposed NEPA designs Mgmt Construction /Reporting/Coord,
budget
Personnel Costs
FS - Zone Team or $5,000
Contract (ACC)
$8,000
FS —Fish Bio and (IK)
Hydrologist* $8,000
(ACC)
$5,000
FS - Fish Bio and Bio (IK) $1,000 (IK)
technician* $5,000 $1,000 (ACC)
(ACC)
FS - Contract $10,000 (1K)
administrator * $10,000
(ACC)
FS - Contract Specialist* $2,000 (IK)
. $3,000 (IK)
Mt St. Helens Institute $3.000 (ACC)
$2,000
Travel (IK)
Materials
Forest Service 300 Pieces $150,000
of LWM with rootwads (IK)
Contract Payables
. $90,000
Helicopter Contract (ACC)
$25,000
Excavator Contract (ACC)
Logging and hauling of $30, 000
trees (ACC)
Materials and Supplies $1,000(IK)
Total ACC Funds
$177.000 $5,000 $8,000 $5,000 $155,000 $4,000
Total FS Funds
$178,000 $8,000 $7,000 $162,000 $1,000
Total Partner Funds $3,000

$3,000

Project Total
$358,000

*FS personnel estimated
as
$400/day.

Table 3. 2019 Lewis River 21 Phase 11 Expanded Budget.
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Item Personnel Estimated Cost Per Unit | Total*
Days/units*

NEPA Fish Biologist 4 $400 per day | $5,000 (ACC)

Environmental Wildlife Biologist 3 per person

Assessment Recreation 5

required by

Federal Law

Final Designs Fish Biologist 20 $400 per day $8,000 (IK)
Hydrologist 2 per person $8,000 (ACC)
Fish Technician 18

Project Fish Biologist 15 $400 per day $5,000 (IK)

Management Fish Technician 10 per person $5,000 (ACC)

Travel Y ton PU Fleet Cost $500 $2,000 (1K)

2000 miles $0.75/mile

Construction Contract 55 $400 per day | $12,000 (IK)
Administration/ per person $10,000 (ACC)
Prep (Fish Bio—50 | $90,000 (ACC)
Helicopter contract days, Contract | $30,000(ACC)
Logging and Haul Specialist 5 $25,000 (ACC)
contract days)

Materials & Field Equipment, $1,000 (IK)

Supplies Notebooks,
Misc Supplies

Trees with 300 $150,000 (IK)

rootwads

Monitoring Supervisor 20 $300 per day | $3,000 (IK)

MSHI Assistant per person $3,000 (ACC)

FS Monitoring Fisheries Technician 5 $400/day $1,000 (IK)

Training $1,000 (ACC)

Total $358,000

14. Photo Documentation (Per National Marine Fisheries Service’s Biological
Opinion for Relicensing of the Lewis River Hydroelectric Projects — August 27,

2007):

Photo documentation will be collected by photo point locations marked by rebar and
identified with latitude and longitude. To provide a similar pre and post photographic
view, azimuths will be included. Each photo will be labeled with a date, time, project
name, photographer's name, and documentation of the subject activity. Both close up and
panoramic views will be included.
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Photo documentation will be included in the completion report provided to the ACC in
January 2020.

15. Insurance. All qualifying applicants shall comply with PacifiCorp’s insurance
requirements set forth in Appendix A. The policy limits are deemed sufficient
by PacifiCorp for project activities involving significant risk, including
placement of large woody debris in navigable waterways, and are presumed to
be sufficient for all activities likely to be funded under this Full Proposal Form.
Should applicant’s insurance program not meet these requirements, bid pricing
should include any additional costs applicant would incur to comply with these
requirements.

17



Appendix A
Insurance Requirements
(Risk Mgmt to evaluate risk by project and report needed insurance
limits to Lewis River Project Coordinator)

1. INSURANCE

Without limiting any liabilities or any other obligations of [CONTRACTOR],
[CONTRACTOR] shall, prior to commencing the Project, secure and continuously carry
with insurers having an A.M. Best Insurance Reports rating of A-:VII or better the
following insurance coverage:

1.1 Workers” Compensation. [CONTRACTOR] shall comply with all applicable
Workers’ Compensation Laws and shall furnish proof thereof satisfactory to PacifiCorp
prior to commencing the Project.

All Workers” Compensation policies shall contain provisions that the insurance
companies will have no right of recovery or subrogation against PacifiCorp, its
parent, divisions, affiliates, subsidiary companies, co-lessees, or co-venturers, agents,
directors, officers, employees, servants, and insurers, it being the intention of the
parties that the insurance as effected shall protect all parties.

1.2 Employers' Liability. Insurance with a minimum single limit of $1,000,000 each
accident, $1,000,000 disease each employee, and $1,000,000 disease policy limit.

1.3 Commercial General Liability. The most recently approved 1SO policy, or its
equivalent, written on an occurrence basis, with limits not less than $1,000,000 per
occurrence/ $2,000,000 general aggregate (on a per location and/or per job basis)
bodily injury (with no exclusions applicable to injuries sustained by volunteers
working or participating in the Project) and property damage, including the following
coverages:

Premises and operations coverage

Independent contractor’s coverage

Contractual liability

Products and completed operations coverage

Coverage for explosion, collapse, and underground property damage
Broad form property damage liability

Personal and advertising injury liability, with the contractual exclusion
removed

h. Sudden and accidental pollution liability, if appropriate

@rooo0oTw

i.  Watercraft liability, either included or insured under a separate policy
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1.4 Business Automobile Liability. The most recently approved I1SO policy, or its
equivalent, with a minimum single limit of $1,000,000 each accident for bodily injury
and property damage including sudden and accidental pollution liability, with respect to
[CONTRACTOR]'s vehicles whether owned, hired or non-owned, assigned to or used in
the performance of the Project.

1.5 Umbrella Liability. Insurance with a minimum limit of $4,000,000 each
occurrence/aggregate where applicable to be provided on a following form basis in
excess of the coverages and limits required in Employers’ Liability insurance,
Commercial General Liability insurance and Business Automobile Liability insurance
above. [CONTRACTOR] shall notify PacifiCorp, if at any time their minimum
umbrella limit is not available during the term of this Agreement, and will purchase
additional limits, if requested by PacifiCorp.

In addition to the requirements stated above any and all parties providing
underground locate, engineering, design, or soil sample testing services including
[CONTRACTOR], subcontractor and all other independent contractors shall be
required to provide the followings insurance:

Professional Liability: [CONTRACTOR] (or its contractors) shall maintain
Professional Liability insurance covering damages arising out of negligent acts, errors
or omissions committed by [CONTRACTOR] (or its contractors) in the performance
of this Agreement, with a liability limit of not less than $1,000,000 each claim.
[CONTRACTOR] (or its subcontractors of any tier) shall maintain this policy for a
minimum of two (2) years after completion of the work or shall arrange for a two (2)
year extended discovery (tail) provision if the policy is not renewed. The intent of this
policy is to provide coverage for claims arising out of the performance of work or
services contracted or permitted under this Agreement and caused by any error,
omission for which the [CONTRACTOR] its subcontractor or other independent
contractor is held liable.

Except for Workers’ Compensation insurance, the policies required herein shall include
provisions or endorsements naming PacifiCorp, its affiliates, officers, directors, agents,
and employees as additional insureds.

To the extent of [CONTRACTOR]’s negligent acts or omission, all policies required by
this Agreement shall include provisions that such insurance is primary insurance with
respect to the interests of PacifiCorp and that any other insurance maintained by
PacifiCorp is excess and not contributory insurance with the insurance required
hereunder, provisions that the policy contain a cross liability or severability of interest
clause or endorsement, and that [CONTRACTOR] shall notify PacifiCorp immediately
upon receipt of notice of cancellation, and shall provide proof of replacement insurance
prior to the effective date of cancellation. No required insurance policies, except
Workers’ Compensation, shall contain any provisions prohibiting waivers of subrogation.
Unless prohibited by applicable law, all required insurance policies shall contain
provisions that the insurer will have no right of recovery or subrogation against
PacifiCorp, its parent, affiliates, subsidiary companies, co-lessees, agents, directors,
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officers, employees, servants, and insurers, it being the intention of the Parties that the
insurance as effected shall protect all parties.

A certificate in a form satisfactory to PacifiCorp certifying to the issuance of such
insurance shall be furnished to PacifiCorp prior to commencement of the Project by
[CONTRACTOR] or its volunteers or contractors. If requested, [CONTRACTOR] shall
provide a copy of each insurance policy, certified as a true copy by an authorized
representative of the issuing insurance company, to PacifiCorp.

[CONTRACTOR] shall require subcontractors who perform work at the Project to carry
liability insurance (auto, commercial general liability and excess) workers’ compensation/
employers’ or stop gap liability and professional liability (as required) insurance
commensurate with their respective scopes of work. [CONTRACTOR] shall remain
responsible for any claims, lawsuits, losses and expenses including defense costs that exceed
any of its subcontractors’ insurance limits or for uninsured claims or losses.

PacifiCorp does not represent that the insurance coverage’s specified herein (whether in
scope of coverage or amounts of coverage) are adequate to protect the obligations
[CONTRACTOR], and [CONTRACTOR] shall be solely responsible for any deficiencies
thereof.

Appendix A
Questions asked from USES L ewis River 21 Phase |l Pre-Proposal

WDFW- Written questions for USDA Forest Service, Lewis River 21 Phase 11
1) The Lewis River Reach 21 was selected from the Lewis River Aquatic Fund

Priority Reaches (2016 version) and is ranked as a LCFRB tier 2 reach. For spring
Chinook, the reach was ranked as 11th with key habitat listed as the primary reach
limiting factor. Other higher ranked LCFRB tier 1 reaches such as Lewis River 18
and 19 had a reach rank of 1 and 7, respectively, for spring Chinook. Lewis River
21 reach was selected as its life history use is spawning, rearing, and migration for
spring Chinook whereas Lewis River Reach 17 and 18 life history use for spring
Chinook is holding, rearing, and migration.

The Little Creek restoration project at the upstream boundary of the Lewis 21
Reach has had restoration work completed in 2014. Chinook have recently been
observed spawning in this tributary during a 2017 fall site visit.

Cowlitz Tribe- Written questions for USDA Forest Service, Lewis River 21 Phase 11
1) Using the Washington State Department of forestry Hydraulics Overview and the

USGS Pier-Scour Equation Evaluation for Coarse Bed Streams, the Colorado
State University/HEC 18 Jones pier scour equation was selected to use for the
apex jam scour calculations. This equation was selected because it has been found
to be reliable in estimating pier scour depths, when compared to field data
measurements, than several other existing equations. This is due to the correction
factor (K4) that accounts for scour hole armoring in a gravel bed that the other
sand bed equations lack (WADNR 2004, USSG 2004).
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dly1=2.0K1K2K3K4 (b/ y1)*8Fr043
Where:
y1=1m (depth of water upstream of obstruction)
b=10.0m (width of obstruction)
Fr=0.55 (Froude number)
K1=0.9 (correction factor)
K>=1.0 (correction factor)
Ks=1.1 (correction factor)
K4=0.7 (correction factor)

Peak flow estimate for the project area were obtained from USSG gage (#14216000) and
verified using USSG StreamStats to obtain discharge estimates. Froude number was
obtained be using discharge and cross sectional mean depth at Q50 discharge. Resulting
scour depths calculated for the apex jams are 15.7-16 feet. If those depths cannot be
reached during project implementation, adjustments to the structure widths can be made
to accommodate the onsite conditions.

Appendix B
Questions asked from USES L ewis River 21 Phase Il Final Draft Proposal

WDFW- Written questions for USDA Forest Service, Lewis River 21 Phase 11
Comment 1. Final proposal should be standalone proposal. Be sure to include all
information from pre-proposal that should be considered in the evaluation.

Information from the Pre-Proposal and Power Point Presentation have been included in
the Final Proposal.

Comment 2. Aerial photos with the location of the proposed structures along with
existing jams should be included in the final proposal.

Aerial photos have been included in the Final Proposal (Figure 1 and 3). These have
been in included in the Pre and Final Proposal compilation. The existing wood jams are
non-embedded pieces of wood on the surface of the vegetated island at the same location
where the Apex large wood structures are designated.

Comment 3. Background section: should include info about Lewis River Phase | and
any common objectives/relationship to proposed Phase Il project

Lewis River 21 Phase | objectives were similar to Phase Il. Lewis River 21 Phase |
objectives were to provide quality spawning, summer rearing and overwintering habitat.
The woody material would also create high quality hiding cover and increased residual
pool depths in the side channel. Structures will facilitate gravel sorting by reducing bed
shear stresses and thus increasing spawning opportunities for Chinook salmon in the
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mainstem reach. As stated in the Lewis River 21 Phase | Final Proposal, “This phase of
work will be the first of three expected phases within the Lewis River Reach 21 due to
the contractual timing constraints and the staging of material to complete the
construction. Phase 2 and 3 will occur upstream on the river right side channel and
upstream of that, respectively.

The lower extent of influence of the Phase Il log complexes is separated by
approximately 1000’ from the Phase | complexes. Smaller sized substrate within the
mainstem pool tail crests created by the log complexes in Phase 11 are immediately
upstream of the Phase | river segment. The northern floodplain area, where the small
channels will be inundated more frequently, drain below Lewis River 21 Phase 1 a
natural knick point at the confluence with Rush Creek.

Comment 4. Where are the existing wood complexes in relation to the four new
structures being constructed? What will happen to the existing structures i.e. will they be
dismantled then rebuilt?

The existing wood on the vegetated island were deposited from the 50 year high flow
event in December 2015 and are located in the same area that the upper Apex Jam will be
constructed. Figure 3 shows the wood in relation to the channel. These pieces of wood
are not imbedded in to the channel and are highly mobile in nature. If these pieces are
still in place during implementation they will be incorporated into the constructed
structures unless the wood is not structurally sound in which case, they will be used as
floodplain roughness elements and or mulch for soil disturbance.

Comment 5. Keep tasks and task numbers consistent throughout the proposal (page 4
and page 10, etc.). Task 1: NEPA and required permits. Please clarify under Task #1: is
the NEPA complete or still in process? Is the field work for NEPA document or the field
work for the project that is covered in the NEPA? If it’s the NEPA document, what type
of information needs to be collected? Also, how does Lewis River Phase 1 decision
memo relate to Phase 2?

Field work necessary for NEPA has been completed by resource specialists in soils,
recreation, wildlife, fisheries, hydrology, and heritage. NEPA documentation will be
completed in March 2018.

Phase | decision memo is separate to the Phase Il decision memo.

Comment 6. Task 3: Project Implementation (Page 5) — For Task #3, it appears the
Scope of Work for equipment and labor bids will be written (Is this Project Mgmt in
budget?), then the contract administrator will monitor invoices, etc. for the contract
(paperwork). $20,000 ($10,000 ACC) has been budgeted for Contract Administration.
This seems like a large amount of funding for contract administrator responsibilities.
Please clarify the job responsibilities for the contract administrator in the final proposal.

The Scope of Work for equipment and labor bids is included as Contract Administration.
Contract administration includes Contract Officer Representative’s contract preparation,
solicitation, selection, pre-work meetings, daily site visits, project documentation, and
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administration (implementation). The Forest Service Contract Officer has ultimate
financial responsibility for a FS contract and provides legal financial responsibility and
associated required documentation.

Comment 7. (Page 5 and 6) Methods - If NEPA is not relevant for tipping trees, modify
the first paragraph in Methods.

Cedar or Douglas fir (less than or equal to 36” DBH) from the immediate riparian area —
What is the minimum dbh? Also what would be the impact from removing 10 — 12 trees
with up to 36” dbh from the riparian area? Will there be impacts to shade, temperature or
canopy cover over the river? I’m assuming this is the riparian area of Reach 21, if not
identify the location of the “immediate riparian area” and any impacts. I’d like to
understand the tradeoff between removing trees and improving LWD in Reach 21.

Tree tipping is covered under NEPA. Tree tipping is an activity covered under ARBO II
programmatic consultation with the USFWS and NOAA. Consultation is required for
NEPA.

RAT report (Page 2) states wood from the adjacent riparian stands would be greater than
36” dbh and later on page 11 up to 36” dbh. The proposal is less than or equal to 36” dbh.
Is it greater than or less than? Provide a note in the proposal identifying the discrepancy
in the RAT report and confirming the intended size range.

A timber stand and wildlife assessment made by the district silviculturist and wildlife
biologist, respectively, have approved the tipping of trees under the ARBO 11 NOAA and
USFWS programmatic consultation. As such, full length trees, 24” to 36” DBH, will be
obtained from the immediate riparian areas and will be used to increase structure
durability.

Individual trees identified for tipping will be interspersed among the 30 acres, be within
denser tree clumps and therefor minimal reduction in shade and canopy cover to the
riparian area structure as a whole is expected. Effects to shade within the riparian area
specified will be temporary and minimal as the remaining tall tree lateral branches will
grow to fill in the newly created gap and understory vegetation will also grow as an
adjustment to the additional light. The multistoried structure of the stand allows for the
reduction of individual trees with minimal reduction of shade as the multistoried structure
creates shade from the combination of tallest trees, smaller deciduous tree species and
bushes.

The RAT report statement on page 5 is a typo. Trees tipped will be 24” to 36” DBH.
Comment 8. What is the cfs for 2017 base flow?

Base flow for the project area is approximately 300 cfs.
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LCFRB- Written questions for USDA Forest Service, Lewis River 21 Phase 11

1) Both figures 1 and 2 in the full proposal document show the right bank side
channel bed elevation as higher than the current main channel bed elevation.
The proposed apex and bank structures would engage with flows in the main
channel at elevations much lower that the side channel. Diversion of flow into
the side channel would only occur at approximately bankfull (Q1.2) or higher
flows. By constraining channel forming flows in the main channel up to
bankfull elevation, what is the risk of causing vertical channel incision that
could further disconnect side channel habitat? Is excavation proposed to
ensure side channels will be activated at less than bankfull flows? If so, this
should be shown in the project drawings. It is important to engage side
channels at flows both above and below bankfull elevations because of the
year-round needs of reintroduced species for complex, off-channel rearing and
spawning habitat.

Excavation of the inlets to the small channel entrances to the floodplain will be at
elevations to allow for bankfull or higher flows. We have changed Figure 4 title to more
accurately describe the proposed actions. We recognize the importance to engage these
small channels in the floodplain at flows below bankfull elevations and will re-evaluate
the inlet elevations during the Lewis River Phase I11 Design and after risk to the trail can
be addressed and implemented.

2)  The full proposal form should be a stand-alone document that includes all
project information from the proposal as well.

Information from the Pre-Proposal and Power Point Presentation have been included in
the Final Proposal.

3)  The functional relationship between this project and the completed project
downstream is unclear. Are there specific design elements of this project
intended to maintain or improve functions of the downstream project? Is
additional work needed to maintain target flow paths between the two
projects? Are additional phases planned for this project area? If so, please
describe how the proposed work relates to overall expected habitat outcomes.

Design elements of this project are not intended to maintain functions of Lewis River
Phase I. Proposed work for this project will complement the funded Phase I design by
reducing mainstem flows in the Phase | project area. As designed the flow reduction
would be reduced by approximately 20% thus reducing shear stresses on the Phase |
project area allowing for an increase in spawning gravel deposition. No additional work
will be needed to maintain target flow paths (riffle) between the two project areas. Yes,
Phase 111 is planned upstream of Phase Il. Phase I11 will be the upper extent of the Lewis
River 21 reach and may extend into Lewis River 22.

Cowlitz Tribe- Written questions for USDA Forest Service, Lewis River 21 Phase 11
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The full proposal should encompass all proposed actions, design details, processes,
etc. For example, the proponent described proposed actions (e.g., side channel
excavation) during the January meeting that were not included in the proposal. It
was not clear whether this was an omission or an evolution in approach. Along the
same lines, answers provided to individual questions should be incorporated into the
full proposal (as well as noted in an attachment). While responses to the pre-
proposal questions were provided, they did not appear to have been fully integrated
into the proposal. For instance, pier scour calculations were provided that indicated
maximum probable scour would be approximately 16°. While the conceptual
drawings appear to have been updated by changing scour depths, the construction
details do not appear to have changed (e.g., individual logs now appear to be
approximately 3-7° diameter, and the 13’ structure height appears nearly 50%
greater than the 16° embedment depth). These would not ordinarily qualify as
preliminary designs as described in the narrative. Will the greater structure depths
change construction techniques? Materials quantities? Likely outcomes?

Information from the Pre-Proposal and Power Point Presentation have been included in
the Final Proposal. Clarification of the proposed actions specific to the excavation was
clarified in Figure 4. The project drawing have been updated to include construction
details associated with a greater scour depth excavation. The updated scour depths will
not alter construction techniques. Estimated material quantities to provide the additional
depth are negligible and have been accounted for in the initial estimate. The likely
outcome of the additional scour depth would be a larger footprint for excavation of log
complexes and will be mitigated be isolation with turbidity fence/curtains and pumps if
needed.

Bank stabilization may not be the most appropriate approach at this location, and
the proposal does not adequately describe the rationale for stabilizing the bank.
Eroding banks are not necessarily detrimental, especially in undeveloped locations.
Additionally, even if stabilization is desirable, the proposed bank stabilization
structure may eventually exacerbate erosion without vertical members for stability
and more detailed analysis to determine causal factors in the rapid channel erosion.

Bank stabilization is not the primary intent for the structure but a secondary outcome that
ties into the limiting factors given for the reach. The bank structures main intent is to
complement the apex structure to occupy a given area of cross-sectional area that would
maintain function to the side channels in the floodplain. Vertical piles are usually
constructed within the bank structure framework. That detail was omitted unintentionally.

As discussed in the January ACC meeting, the cross sections provided in the full
proposal suggest that structure placement may encourage greater scour, rather than
floodplain interaction, depending on several factors, one of which is whether pre-
excavation occurs in side channel areas. The proponent stated that recreational
resources may be impacted by excavation, which suggests that if the project
functions as designed (regardless of excavation), recreation resources may be
constraining. This should be fully explained.

25



Local scour will occur through constriction scour between the bank and apex structures
and the constriction will raise the hydraulic gradient upstream of the two bank and apex
structures to maintain side channel function in the long term.

Costs in the budget should be justified, per conversations at the January meeting.

Cost analysis within the budget have been adjusted to provide better clarity on where the
monies are being spent.
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REGION 6 RESTORATION ASSISTANCE TEAM (RAT)

Regional Assistance Team Report for Lewis River Reach 21
Phase 11, Gifford Pinchot National Forest

November, 2017



File Code: 2600 Date: November 9, 2017

Subject: November 2, 2017 R6 Restoration Assistance Team (RAT) Field Reconnaissance of
the Lewis River Reach 21 Phase Il Project on the Gifford Pinchot National Forest

To: Ruth Tracey, Greg Robertson

Cc: Scott Peets, Jim Capurso, Brian Staab, Paul Powers, Cari Press

We would like to thank the Gifford Pinchot National Forest for the opportunity to visit this
impressive landscape and provide input on an exciting project. The RAT was hosted by Ruth
Tracy, Greg Robertson and Bryce Michaelis, the visit was made by Paul Powers, Fisheries
Biologist from the Deschutes National. This report documents our observations in the field and
recommendations for the project area.

Observations

Lewis River

We reviewed Lewis River 21 Phase Il on the Lewis River near the confluence with Rush Creek.
The stated goals of the project are to increase habitat complexity, retain alluvial contributions
from Rush Creek, and improve flow interaction with relic channels on river right of the Lewis
River near the confluence with Rush Creek through the addition of large woody material.
Proposed large wood additions would include whole length trees acquired from adjacent riparian
stands (greater than 36” DBH) as well as approximately 200 pieces of greater than 12 dbh
material. Large wood would be assembled into bar/island formation jams as well as bank jams.
The objective being the displacement of flow volume from the main stem Lewis River and
thereby activation of relic flow paths on river right (looking downstream).

As we walked down Rush Creek to the confluence with the Lewis River (downstream end of
Lewis River 21), it was immediately apparent that the Lewis River had incised over the past
several decades and become largely disconnected from the historic surfaces (Fig. 1). This was
visible in the surface on river right across from the Rush confluence where the USFS had
recognized the need to reconnect relic channels (Fig. 2). Indicators of incision include abrupt
hydraulic jumps from tributaries to the mainstem river (Fig. 3), large substrate sizes in the bed,
and simple habitats within the mainstem channels (Fig. 4). Some mid-channel bars with young
alders have formed and some wood has been deposited on these (Fig. 5).



Figure 2. Right bank floodplain feature that is the target area for activation of relic flow paths.



Figure 3. Plunge of approximately six feet from Rush Creek alluvial fan to the Lewis River.
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Figure 5. Mid-channel bars developing with young alder growth within Lewis River Reach 21.



Back at the office, we looked at the LiDAR surface of this reach. From the LiDAR data
numerous relic channels are visible in the project area and upstream of the project area on both
river right and left in the disconnected floodplain (Fig. 6). To evaluate the level of separation
between the Lewis River and adjacent flow paths and floodplain surfaces, a newly developed
method of comparing relative elevations was used called the PowerSlope. Using the valley
centerline, raw elevations from the 2016 LiDAR set were used and a third order polynomial
equation was generated (best fit line), which is the best fit trend line describing the valley slope

(Fig. 7).

Using the PowerSlope, we can evaluate the surfaces found within the valley relative to this
trendline. This information can be mapped using the Relative Elevation Model (REM), also
recently developed for this purpose. The REM is color coded to show how much existing
surfaces are above or below the PowerSlope. Elevations that match the PowerSlope are blue,
elevations above the PowerSlope are warm colors, and elevations below the PowerSlope are
shades of pink (Fig. 8).
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Figure 6. Hillshade LIiDAR with main stem Lewis River depicted with blue line, Rush Creek at
arrow and target surface/channels for wetting with the proposed project.
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Figure 7. PowerSlope equation developed for the project reach review along the Lewis River.
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Evaluating elevations along the Lewis River relative to the valley slope shows both the level of
incision of the river, as well as, how much lift would be required to activate the relic channels on
the disconnected floodplains in the project reach and upstream. While the existing relic channel
elevations generally sit at or two feet below the PowerSlope elevation, the water surface of the
Lewis River Reach 21 is up to seven feet lower than the PowerSlope elevation. Furthermore, a
berm-type feature that blocks the entrance to the relic channels is one to three feet above the
PowerSlope elevation (Fig. 9). Therefore, the bed of the Lewis River would have to be
significantly aggraded to restore perennial connection to these channels, as well as, the physical
blockage of flow into these channels would have to be removed. This can also be seen when
looking at a simple valley cross section through this area (Fig. 10).
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Figure 9. Zoom in showing the material blocking access to the relic channels on river right (area
within red box).
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Figure 10. Valley cross section depicting the elevation of target channels (meters) at approximate
stations of 15 and 60 meters as well as berm feature at station 160 meters, and the water surface
of the Lewis River at 200-225 meters. X and Y axis depicted in meters.

The Lewis River in the project reach is in an unconfined depositional valley and has been
converted into a transport reach by incision and disconnection from its historic surfaces. The
Lewis River Reach 21 appears to be incised several feet below a fully connected valley floor
when evaluating based on the Channel Evolution Model developed by Cluer and Thorne (2013),
can be represented as being at Stage 3 (Fig. 11). Connection to the historic and seasonally
wetted channels on the floodplain surface would be representative of Stage 0. Achievement of
this condition would require several feet of lift within the Lewis River. If this were to occur, the
Lewis River valley could expect all the biological and geomorphic benefits associated with a
stream at Stage O (Fig. 12).
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Figure 11. Stream Evolution Model (SEM) developed by Cluer and Thorne 2013.
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Recommendations

We think that the project as proposed would improve connectivity to disconnected surfaces and
channels as well as provide some much needed habitat complexity within Lewis River Reach 21.
The proposed placement of LWD with the addition of key members (up to 36 inch dbh) would
provide the roughness needed to displace some amount of water volume and seasonally wet, to
some extent, disconnected channels on river right. The proposed construction technique has
proven effective at displacing flow, promoting pool formation and promoting the deposition of
alluvial substrates around and behind the structure.

We do not advocate that modelling scour depths provide more accuracy than field measurements.
A bedrock controlled scour pool exists in the middle of this project area and measured as 8 feet
residual depth. We suggest actual measurements such as the scour pool at this location are the
most accurate predictors of maximum scour pool depth.

Given the track record of the proposed approach as well as the practitioners involved in the
project development, it seems highly likely that the proposed project would be effective at
improving mainstem Lewis River habitat including pool formation and deposition of alluvial
substrates as well as improving connectivity with the disconnected historic surfaces.

We also recommend maximizing the extent and duration of the connectivity initiated with this
proposed project by suggesting additional projects to move the Lewis River to Stage 0. If we
presume that the historic conditions found within the valley of the Lewis River resembled the
illustration in figure x, and that the current conditions resemble the illustration in figure y, then
the degree of departure from historic conditions can be established and a larger scale recovery
plan developed. Given that the Lewis River is currently at Stage 3 and resembles the conditions
depicted in Figure x, the amount of time needed to reach Stage 0 without direct intervention
could be decades or centuries.
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Historic Floodplain Condition in Depositional Environments
+  Vegetation diversity

Elevational diversity

Multiple flow paths

Both downed wood and future wood supply

High water table

Beaver dams

Frequent floodplain wetting

Maximum patch complexity

- - - . - - -

Figure 13. Rendering of historic depositional valleys within the Pacific Northwest, Hogervorst,
2016.

Changed Condition in Depaositional Environments
* Roadbuilding

Conifer harvest

Diking and channelization

Blocking or filling side channels

Grazing and farming

- - - -

Leads to:
+ Single incised channel
Loss of water table/wetlands
Altered vegetation types
Minimal large wood
Altered Stream Power —= change from deposition to transport

- - - -

Channel Evolution Maodel, Stages 2-4
Chuar and Thorne, 2013

Figure 14. Rendering depicting current conditions within degraded river valleys of the Pacific
Northwest. Hogervorst, 2016.
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Restoration Solutions

Valley bottom, process-based restoration (2005 to present)

Advantages:

*  Process and function fully addressed for entire floodplain

« Water table restored

» Template created for native vegetation recovery

+  Patch complexity maximized with dynamic change anticipated over time
+ Large storms welcome (stream energy addressed)

Disadvantages:

* High level of disturbance initially = turbidity during construction
*  Tough to monitor with traditional surveys

+ Social acceptance for a new technique

Figure 15. Illustration depicting pre-project surface (blue dashed line) and the constructed new
surface which includes multiple flow paths, large wood jams and an elevated alluvial aquifer.
Hogervorst, 2016.

Specifically, we recommend aggrading the Lewis River to the PowerSlope elevation.
Reconnecting the adjacent valley floor surface by aggrading the bed and removing floodplain
and relic channel constrictions significantly reduces unit stream power allowing gravels and silts
to deposit on the bed and floodplain. To maintain this elevation, the river should be aggraded at
least 2 meander bends upstream or further (extends into Lewis River Reach 22) to allow the river
to release its energy on the larger floodplain surfaces. Immediately downstream of the Rush
Creek confluence, the Lewis River has cut down to bedrock and this is a good area to develop as
a grade tie in location. Reinforcing this grade control with large wood structure is recommended
which we understand is planned for in the Lewis River 21 Phase | project scheduled for
implementation in the summer of 2018.

If the Stage 0 approach depicted in the Channel Evolution Model developed by Cluer and Thorne
(2013) is something the Gifford Pinchot NF would like to pursue further, we would be happy to
work with you to better understand the REM and expand the restoration of Lewis River Reach 21
and 22. To better understand the historic condition, it might be helpful to obtain historic aerial
images of the project area (although the incision may have happened prior to the earliest photos)
(to obtain historic images: https://earthexplorer.usgs.gov/). Also, it may be useful to load the
REM pdf map of the Lewis River on your tablet to field verify the relic channels and floodplain
constrictions.
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https://earthexplorer.usgs.gov/

We greatly enjoyed our time exploring this project area both in the field and in the office. If the
Forest has any questions on our recommendations or has need for additional help during design

or implementation, please feel free to contact us.

References:

Cluer B. and C. Thorne. 2013. A stream evolution model integrating habitat and ecosystem

benefits. River Research and Applications 30: 135-154.

Sincerely,

s/ Paul Powers

Fisheries Biologist
Deschutes National Forest
Crescent, OR 97733
ppowers@fs.fed.us

(541) 408-7465

/sl Cari Press

Hydrologist

Deschutes National Forest
Sisters, OR 97759
cpress@fs.fed.us
(541)549-7720
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	Attachment I.pdf
	FULL PROPOSAL FORM
	Lewis River Aquatic Fund
	The goal of the Lewis River 21 Phase II project is to address stream channel habitat structure and bank stability, and off channel and side channel habitat restoration needs and thereby enchancing egg incubation and summer rearing by improving three l...
	Lewis River 21 Phase II goal is to enhance fish habitat quality in the Lewis River by:
	 Improving habitat complexity and diversity in the side channel using LWM
	 Providing refugia during winter flows for juvenile salmonids.
	 Providing rearing opportunities for juvenile salmonids during summer months.
	 Providing increased spawning opportunities for adult salmonids.
	The project goals are consistent with the Aquatic Fund objectives.
	Objective 1: Benefit fish recovery throughout the North Fork Lewis River, with priority to federal ESA-listed species.
	This project will contribute to the recovery of these species by increasing the amount and quality of rearing in side channels. In addition, greater pool depths and spawning areas will be associated with the log complexes.
	Objective 2: Support the reintroduction of anadromous fish throughout the basin.
	Juvenile anadromous salmonids will have consistent quality rearing and refugia when this project is complete, promoting juvenile survival and directly contributing to the spring Chinook and coho salmon, and steelhead trout reintroduction efforts.
	Objective 3: Enhance fish habitat in the Lewis River Basin-, with priority given to the North Fork Lewis River.
	This project is located in the North Fork Lewis River Basin, Lewis River Reach 21.  It is well documented that coho salmon juveniles prefer slow water habitats with large wood components and Chinook salmon prefer mainstem spawning habitat. This projec...
	Three of the six ‘High’ Rated Multi-Species Priority Restoration Needs for Lewis River 21 listed in the Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board’s SalmonPORT will be addressed in this project: 1) Floodplain function and channel migration processes, 2) Off C...
	Ronni and Timm (2016) reviewed existing habitat and environmental assessment data for spring Chinook, coho and winter steelhead and conducted a limiting factor analysis to identify limiting habitat and life stages. Similar to the LCFRB Plan, summer re...
	Five major categories of restoration actions for the goal of improving summer and winter rearing were listed within the 25 priority reaches identified and then adopted by the ACC.  For Lewis River 21, large wood placement was recommended along with ro...
	D. J. Warren & Associates, Inc. (2016) used the EDT model to generate habitat limiting factors and reach restoration analysis. The EDT model determined habitat factors that limited salmon and steelhead production based on the differences in habitat in...
	The project will construct 4 log complexes and place logs along the banks of the north side channel (Figure 3). The two apex large wood structures will result in enhanced large wood deposition as the structures will be designed and built to remain in ...
	Figure 3. Phase II project area showing proposed structure locations and channel dimensions.
	The short term benefits of the project will be the immediate juvenile refuge from high flow events in the side channel, floodplain, and large wood structure habitats during the first winter months and future winter flows. Several small channels are pr...
	Other benefits both short and long term outcomes would be the reduction in sediment inputs from the stabilization of the eroding bank of the upper terrace while complementing the apex structure to occupy cross-sectional area and to maintain side chann...
	These actions would also complement the previously funded Lewis River Phase I project by reducing flows in the main channel from the wetted side channels upstream. By reducing the flow in the main channel, a reduction in substrate particle size can ex...
	Task 1: NEPA and required permits.
	 Field work for this NEPA document was accomplished during the fall and winter of 2017/18 and a final decision memo is to be signed by March 2018. The project would be implemented July 2019.
	 Instream restoration activities are covered under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, a regional US Army Corps of Engineers RGP-8 permit, and an ARBO II programmatic consultation with the USFWS an...
	 The Forest Service is the landowner and project sponsor, and the District Ranger is supportive of this project.
	Task 2: Project Design.
	 Finalize project design and project preparation details will be completed by March 2018.  Preliminary designs were completed during in 2017.
	 Surveys will be done to develop project specific elevations for excavation and final structure designs. This includes longitudinal profile and cross-sectional information that will be used as designs are finalized.
	 Fifteen trees will be tipped over from the 30 acre northern adjacent riparian area. A 35 acre Peppercat timber sale unit is set aside to use for fish habitat restoration activities over the next ten years. An area within this stand will be designate...
	Task 3: Project Implementation
	 Develop equipment, logging, and instream implementation through a Request for Quotation using a time and equipment contract.
	 Qualified USFS personnel will administer the contract to ensure project specifications are met.
	Task 4: Monitoring
	 Baseline monitoring will occur prior to project implementation and include a longitudinal profile, cross-sections, pebble counts, and photo-documentation.
	 Monitoring will occur following project implementation and will continue on an annual basis for several years following project completion.  Monitoring will provide information on whether the project objectives were met by quantitatively measuring p...
	 A monitoring report will be written each year following project implementation for three years.  MSHI will provide raw data in excel format, provide analysis of data and will complete the report with USFS assistance.
	The short term benefits will be the immediate juvenile refuge from high flow events in the side channel, floodplain, and large wood structure habitats during the first winter months. Several high flow channels are present in the lower elevation floodp...
	Task 3: Project Implementation will be completed by October 15, 2019
	Task 4: Monitoring will be completed by December 2021.  Project site visit would occur during June of 2020 or to be determined by the ACC.
	Appendix A
	Insurance Requirements
	(Risk Mgmt to evaluate risk by project and report needed insurance
	limits to Lewis River Project Coordinator)


